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The Senate met at 9:30 a.m. and was
called to order by the Honorable MARK
L. PRYOR, a Senator from the State of
Arkansas.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Today’s
opening prayer will be offered by our
guest Chaplain, Rabbi Stephen Baars,
of Aish Hatorah, of North Bethesda,
MD.

PRAYER

The guest Chaplain offered the fol-
lowing prayer:

Words are more powerful than medi-
cine, and more painful than daggers.

Words can give courage to soldiers or
destroy careers, even lives.

There is a Jewish teaching, that a
person is granted so many words in this
world, and when he has used them up,
s0 is his time on this good earth.

There is the right word.

Then there is the right word at the
right time.

Then there is the right word and the
courage to say it to the right people.

May the Almighty, Ruler of this
world, fill our hearts and minds with
the wisdom, truth, and courage to be
able to choose the right words, at the
right time, with the right person.
Amen.

———
PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

The Honorable MARK L. PRYOR led
the Pledge of Allegiance, as follows:

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the
United States of America, and to the Repub-
lic for which it stands, one nation under God,
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all.

———————

APPOINTMENT OF ACTING
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will please read a communication
to the Senate from the President pro
tempore (Mr. BYRD).

The assistant legislative clerk read
the following letter:

Senate

U.S. SENATE,
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE,
Washington, DC, May 22, 2008.
To the Senate:

Under the provisions of rule I, paragraph 3,
of the Standing Rules of the Senate, I hereby
appoint the Honorable MARK L. PRYOR, a
Senator from the State of Arkansas, to per-
form the duties of the Chair.

ROBERT C. BYRD,
President pro tempore.

Mr. PRYOR thereupon assumed the
chair as Acting President pro tempore.
———
RECOGNITION OF THE MAJORITY
LEADER

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-

pore. The majority leader is recog-
nized.
——
WELCOMING THE GUEST
CHAPLAIN

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I listened
intently to the prayer of the rabbi. I
was really concerned during the first
part of it because he said you only have
so many words and then you are all
through. But he went on to better ex-
plain that, which we surely appreciate,
because we talk a lot around here. And
if it is just words only, I think our life
expectancy would not be very long. So
we appreciate the Rabbi putting all the
other conditions on it.

———

SCHEDULE

Mr. REID. Mr. President, following
leader time, the Senate will resume
consideration of the House message to
accompany H.R. 2642, the supplemental
appropriations bill. There will be 2
hours of debate prior to a series of up
to four rollcall votes in relation to mo-
tions to concur in House amendments.

It is my understanding the 2-hour
time is equally divided between the
parties. Is that true?

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator is correct.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, under the
direction of Senator BYRD, Senator

MURRAY will allocate the time on this
side. I would further tell all Senators,
because of the procedural glitch we had
with the farm bill, we have not totally
worked out what we are going to do on
the farm bill yet. I had a conversation
with the Speaker. I have spoken to
both Parliamentarians—the House and
Senate Parliamentarians. I think what
we are going to do, as the House has
done—I think at this time it is our in-
tention to override the veto of the
President. He vetoed 14 of the 15 sec-
tions of the farm bill. Through a cler-
ical error, section 3 was left out. As a
result of that, section 3 will be sent to
us from the House later today, having
been passed, and we will see if we can
pass that here later today. But we have
a good legal precedent going back to a
case, I understand, in 1892, when some-
thing like this happened before. It is
totally constitutional to do what we
are planning to do. So no one should be
concerned about that.

Also, after we finish the work on the
supplemental, we are going to go to,
hopefully, the farm bill and the budget
and complete all that.

As all Senators know, for a number
of personal reasons, not the least of
which is the wedding of Senator DAN
INOUYE on Saturday in Los Angeles,
and his best man is Senator STEVENS,
they are not going to be here tomor-
row. So as a result of that and other
things, we are going to do our very best
to complete work on what we have
today, and we should be able to do
that.

RESERVATION OF LEADER TIME

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Under the previous order, the
leadership time is reserved.

MILITARY CONSTRUCTION AND
VETERANS AFFAIRS APPROPRIA-
TIONS ACT, 2008
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-

pore. Under the previous order, the

® This “bullet” symbol identifies statements or insertions which are not spoken by a Member of the Senate on the floor.

Printed on recycled paper.

54709



S4710

Senate will resume consideration of
the House message, which the clerk
will report.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

Resolved, That the House agree to the
amendment of the Senate to the bill (H.R.
2642) entitled ‘“‘An Act making appropria-
tions for military construction, the Depart-
ment of Veterans Affairs, and related agen-
cies for the fiscal year ending September 30,
2008, and for other purposes,” with House
amendments to Senate amendment.

Pending:

Reid motion to concur in the House
amendment No. 2 to the Senate amendment
to the bill with amendment No. 4803, in the
nature of a substitute.

Reid amendment No. 4804 (to amendment
No. 4803), in the nature of a substitute.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from Washington.

Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, the
Senate is now considering the supple-
mental bill, and on our side, the Sen-
ator from Maryland, Ms. MIKULSKI, will
be our first speaker.

I yield her 10 minutes.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from Maryland.

Ms. MIKULSKI. Good morning, Mr.
President.

Today I take the floor as the chair-
person of the Subcommittee on Com-
merce, Justice, and Science of the Ap-
propriations Committee.

We bring to the Senate for its consid-
eration an element within the domestic
spending that I urge my colleagues to
support. It provides critical funding to
protect America from threats abroad
and those threats here at home and to
invest in America’s future. There are
those that meet compelling human
needs right here in the United States of
America. They also deal with the in-
competency of the Bush administration
to truly estimate the cost of the war.

Today I am asking for support be-
cause in protecting America this sub-
committee adds funds to the FBI. We
add $313 million for the Department of
Justice, for both the FBI and DEA and
the work they need to do in Afghani-
stan and in Iraq.

Once again, we have underestimated
greatly the cost of this war. But we are
not going to neglect our duty. This
subcommittee provides $23 million to
the Drug Enforcement Agency to fight
narcoterrorism in Afghanistan, to fight
the poppy trade that funds terrorism.
Athough the cost was underestimated,
we are going to make sure we are going
to do our duty to put those DEA agents
next to the Afghan leadership to fight
this narcoterrorism.

Then, at the same time, we are going
to have FBI agents in the war zone
gathering intelligence on terrorists,
dealing with IEDs and some of the fo-
rensic issues there, and we have pro-
vided money for them to be able to do
this. Once again, they underestimated
what it would take because there is
very important work the FBI needs to
do so our military is freed up in fight-
ing the war. We fight the war against
those who are trying to Kkill us with
IEDs.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

But while we are doing that, and we
are trying to keep Afghanistan and
Iraq safe, we added to this bill money
for people here at home. What we did
was we added $50 million to the U.S.
Marshals’ funds to catch fugitive sex
offenders who threaten the safety of
our children and our communities—$50
million more, which was authorized
under the Adam Walsh legislation, the
bill to be able to fund the Marshals
Service to go after those sexual offend-
ers for we know who they are, we know
what they have done, and we know
they are loose in our society. It is the
Marshals Service that has both the au-
thority and the know-how to do that. If
we want to make the streets safe
abroad, I certainly want to protect the
children of the United States of Amer-
ica against these sexual predators.

Then, we also added, at the request of
over 55 Senators, on a bipartisan basis,
$490 million for Byrne formula grants
for State and local police. We know
there is a spike in violent crime all
over the United States of America. The
best way to fight violent crime is to
make sure our local law enforcement
has the tools they need to do their job.
Therefore, we want the streets of Bos-
ton and Baltimore and Tuscaloosa to
be as safe as we are fighting to make
the streets safe in Afghanistan.

We are also working to deal with dis-
aster recovery. In some States there
are fishery disasters, such as in the
gulf region, in New England, and the
Pacific Northwest with its salmon con-
straints. We have added money to deal
with the fisheries disaster. We also
added a particular item for Byrne
grants for the gulf region to address
and deal with violent crime.

We are trying to deal with the fact
that our own American citizens are
facing disasters that so adversely af-
fect either public safety or their very
livelihoods.

Then, last but not at all least, we
clean up the administration’s mess.
The census is on the verge of a boon-
doggle. There has been a technical
meltdown in their ability to do the
census. The so-called handheld devices
that were going to be used to do the
census in a new and data-driven way
have not worked out. Who knows? The
Secretary of Commerce is inves-
tigating it. But I am telling you now,
it is going to cost $2 billion to fix it—
$2 billion as in ‘“‘Barb,” not $2 million
as in “Mikulski.” So we are going to
clean up the mess of the administra-
tion. In this supplemental, we put a
downpayment of $210 million so we
meet our constitutional responsibility
to do this. I regret that the incom-
petency—the failure to stand sentry on
taking the census, when they had 10
years to get ready for it, is indeed frus-
trating.

Then we come to another issue on
prisons. Because of the inadequate
budget request from the President, we
are facing a violent undercurrent in
prisons and terrible understaffing. We
add the money, though the administra-
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tion would not request it through its
OMB. But all of the people who work at
Justice who deal with this say this is a
dire emergency, not to protect the pris-
on but to protect the prison workers
from dealing with this.

Then, also, what we did add was
money for science, particularly for the
space program, because when Columbia
went down, they took the money for
return-to-flight from other agencies.
This returns it so we can Kkeep our
NASA on track.

That is what the CJS Subcommittee
did, and I think we have done a good
job. We tried to act to meet the needs
in fighting the global war against ter-
rorism. We dealt with the incom-
petency of underestimating the cost to
these agencies because of the war. We
are dealing with the incompetencies of
either poor budget requests or the cen-
sus boondoggle.

I think we have done a good job. I am
asking my colleagues to support this
legislation because if you want to pro-
tect our streets—if we need to help our
people with their own disasters, and
meet our constitutional responsibil-
ities—you want to vote for my part
from my subcommittee.

The other part that is in this bill,
which will come at a later time, is that
for which in the full Appropriations
markup I offered an amendment to ex-
tend current law on something called
H-2B. That is a seasonal guest worker
program that has helped coastal States
with being able to hire people, as well
as the hospitality industry.

My amendment was a very simple
amendment. All it did was extend cur-
rent law that expired September 30.
There was no new law. We broke no
new ground. We created no new legisla-
tive framework. We created no new
rights or privileges. It did three things.
It lifted—it essentially gave a waiver
on the cap of 66,000 people who cur-
rently come in.

What does all this mean in plain
English? It means we were doing three
things: first, protecting American bor-
ders; second, protecting American jobs;
and third, rewarding the people who go
by the rules. We protected American
borders because we had a system that
worked. People came, they worked,
they went back home. Second, it pro-
tected American jobs because it was
seasonal employment in industries
that, in my State, particularly in the
seafood industry, Kkeeps businesses
going that have been around for over
100 years. Then it rewarded the good
guys, those people who are American
employers who want to go by the
rules—did not want to hire illegal
aliens. But now we are going to poke
them in the eye. It also rewarded the
Latinos who came from Mexico—and I
met with the madras down in my own
State who often come from the same
villages every year and return home.

Well, my amendment extended law. I
know that my colleague—there will be
a colleague who will raise the point of
order today, and my amendment will
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go down because it is not germane. I
just wish to say this: It might not be
germane, but it is relevant. Maybe it is
not technically germane, but it is rel-
evant because we are doing legislation
to deal with the supplemental on com-
pelling needs that our people face. That
is why I want to get the sexual preda-
tors off the street.

I asked for 3 additional minutes. I am
about to lose thousands of jobs because
of this point of order.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so or-
dered.

Ms. MIKULSKI. I ask unanimous
consent for 3 more minutes.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Is there objection?

Without objection, it is so ordered.

Ms. MIKULSKI. Mr. President, I am
not going to speak long.

The handwriting is on the wall, but
the handwriting essentially says this:
If you go by the rules, you are going to
lose out.

The Senator has the right to offer his
point of order, but I am just telling my
colleagues this: We are losing this bat-
tle on the seasonal guest worker pro-
gram, not because of law but because of
ideology, both from the extreme right
and because of the left. So when my
amendment falls, it is not about Bar-
bara Mikulski’s amendment falling.
When that amendment falls, we will
hear thousands of jobs falling where we
actually had an immigration program
that worked and rewarded people who
went by the rules. That is it.

So that is the way it is going to be
today. I look forward to the votes. I
wish to congratulate the Senator for
the way she has organized this bill and
Senator BYRD for the great job he did.

Mr. President, I yield the floor, but I
am pretty worked up today.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from Washington is
recognized.

Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, I wish
to thank the Senator from Maryland
for her passion on behalf of all Ameri-
cans but particularly those whom she
represents in Maryland. She has done
an amazing job, and I commend her for
that. I hope all of our colleagues lis-
tened to her words about what is in
this bill because it is extremely impor-
tant.
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This first amendment we will be vot-
ing on today—we are going to have
some pretty important decisions when
we vote shortly because the bill we are
debating does more than provide bil-
lions of dollars to fund our operations
in Iraqg and Afghanistan. What this
amendment does is provide money for
emergencies right here at home in
America, including funding to respond
to natural disasters and our weakened
economy.

Now, as we debate this bill, we are
facing a choice: Will we support the do-
mestic funding to help keep our com-
munities strong at home or are we
going to simply ignore their needs as
we send billions of dollars to Iraq and
Afghanistan alone?

President Bush has made his position
pretty clear. He said that the only
emergencies worth funding in this bill
are the wars in Iraq and Afghanistan.
He said he is going to veto any legisla-
tion that includes one penny over his
request of $183.8 billion for the wars.

But people across this country are
hurting. Workers are facing unemploy-
ment. Our veterans are having to fight
their own Government for the services
they earned, and communities from
Maine to New Hampshire to my home
State of Washington are struggling to
recover from devastating storms.

The domestic funding in this amend-
ment would keep jobs here at home, re-
pair badly damaged roads, care for our
veterans, and help our rural commu-
nities. I think the President’s veto
threat shows exactly how out of touch
he is with the needs of our American

people.
As chairman of the Appropriations
Subcommittee on Transportation,

Housing and Urban Development, one
of the provisions in this bill that I am
most concerned about is highway and
bridge reconstruction. Now, it is not
that President Bush isn’t concerned
about highway construction. This ad-
ministration actually requested mil-
lions of dollars in emergency funding
for highway construction in this bill.
The problem is, I tell my colleagues,
that President Bush’s concern is for
highways in Iraq and Afghanistan. In
fact, those are the only requests for
roads and bridge repairs by the Presi-
dent in this supplemental.
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Meanwhile, the Federal Highway Ad-
ministration is currently sitting on a
backlog of applications totaling over
half a billion dollars for roads and
bridges that have been destroyed by
natural disasters right here at home in
America. They are still struggling in
Louisiana to rebuild roads that were
damaged during Hurricane Katrina and
the heavy rains of 2006. Texas needs
help to rebuild after Hurricane Rita
and floods over the last 2 years. Large
sections of roads in Maine and New
Hampshire were destroyed in floods
last spring. In Oregon and in my home
State of Washington, we are still fight-
ing to recover from devastating floods
that were caused by storms of last De-
cember.

Let me give my colleagues an idea of
what I am talking about. This photo
shows us roadwork that is being done
in Afghanistan. Now, in this supple-
mental appropriations bill, the Presi-
dent requested more than $725 million
for construction, repair, and restora-
tion of roads and bridges in Iraq and
Afghanistan. The money the President
is requesting includes over $300 million
for the Commander’s Emergency Re-
sponse Program for road projects in
Iraq and Afghanistan; $50 million for
Afghanistan’s Bamiyan-Dowshi Road,
as well as another $275 million for
other roads in Afghanistan. He is also
asking for another $100 million in mili-
tary construction projects for road
projects in Bagram, Afghanistan, and
elsewhere. My concern is that the
President wants to fund these roads
overseas, and yet he is ignoring that 21
States right here are waiting—wait-
ing—for emergency help with roads and
bridges that are eligible for Federal
aid—roads in Louisiana, Maine, Min-
nesota, New Hampshire, Oklahoma, Or-
egon, Texas, and Washington.

Let’s be clear. We are not talking
just about fixing potholes.

I ask unanimous consent to have a
table which displays all of the States
that are waiting for emergency relief
printed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

EMERGENCY RELIEF PROGRAM FUND REQUESTS, APRIL 30, 2008

State

Event

Subtotal
by State

Formal
requests

Pending
requests

Alabama
Alaska

AL05 3, August 29, 2005 Hurricane Katrina (add’l request)
AKO6-1, N

2,300,000

2,300,000

ber 2005 Winter Storms (add’| request)

California

Kansas

Louisiana

Maine
Minnesota
Missouri

New Hampshire
New Jersey
New York

CA05-1, 2004-2005 Winter Storms (add’l request)
CA08-1, October 3, 2007 La Jolla Slide City of San Diego
CA08-2 October 12, 2007 1-5 Tunnel Fire
CA08-3, October 2007 Wildfires
CA08-4, Martins Ferry Bridge Disaster
KS07-1, May 4, 2007 Tornado and Flooding
KS07-2 June 21, 2007 Storms and Flooding
LA05-1, August 29, 2005 Hurricane Katrina Indirect Costs
LA07-1, October 16-November 2, 2006 Heavy Rains and Flooding
MEQ7-1, April 15, 2007 Rains and Flooding (add’l request)
MN07-2, August 2007 Flooding
M007-1, May 2007 Flooding
M008-1, November 27, 2007 Jefferson Street Bridge Fire
M008-2 March 2008 Storms and Flooding
NHO7-1, April 2007 Flooding
NJO7-1, April 14, 2007 Northeaster
NYO06— 1 June 2006 Floodlng (addl request)
NY06-2, October 12, 2006 S
NY06-3, November 16 2006 Heavy Rams and Flooding (add’l request)
NY07—1, April 14, 2007 Northeaster

175,769

175,769

117,700,000

17,600,000
28,700,000

194,000,000

“"10,000,000
1539,553 | ...

4,430,769

28,998,103

75,424,629

2,956,978

185,000 185,000

7,461,465

7,461,465
1,783,500 | ...... .

1,249,308

78,032,808

3,929,229

3,929,229
11,000,000

1,437,989

530,040
323,773

4,890,577
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EMERGENCY RELIEF PROGRAM FUND REQUESTS, APRIL 30, 2008—Continued

State

Event

Subtotal
by State

Formal
requests

Pending
requests

NY07-2 June 19, 2007 Flash Flooding
NC06-2, N

9,108,477 16,290,856

ber 22, 2006 Storm

North Carolina
Oklat

Oregon
Rhode Island
South Dakota
Texas

0K07-2 May 4-11, 2007 Flooding
0K07-3, May 24-June 10, 2007 Flooding
0K07-4, July 10, 2007 SH 82 Landslide
0K07-5 August 18, 2007 Tropical Storm Erin
0K08-1, December 8, 2007 Ice Storm
0KO08-2 April 9, 2008 Storms
OR08-1, December 2007 Rainfall and Flooding
RI07-1, April 2007 Rainfall and Flooding (add’l request)
SD07-1, May 5, 2007 Flooding
TX05-1, Sept

2,379,372

2,379,372
2,352,482 .

4,446,404

5,690,000

6,188,889

10,425,000

4,400,000

502,775
10,000,000

10,000,000

431,600 431,600

592,638

ber 23, 2005 Hurricane Rita (add'l request)

Vermont
Wachinot

TX06-1, July 31, 2006 El Paso Flooding
TX07-1, May—June 2007 Flooding
VT07-1, July 9-11 2007 Severe Storms
WAQ7-1, Novemt

592,638
3,460,240 .

15:831,845 | 16,864,081

16,830,983 | 52,987,149

1,774,533 1,774,533

West Virginia
Wisconsin
FLH Manag. Agencies

Total

WA08-1, December 2007 Rainfall and Flooding
WVO07-1, April 2007 Heavy Rains and Flooding
W107-1, August 18, 2007 Rainfall
various events

2006 Flooding (add’| request)

11,080,000

44,800,000 55,880,000

1,494,611
4,802,452

1,494,611
4,802,452

11494,066 | 2,800,000 |  14.294,066

365,161,162 137,748,112 502,909,274

Excess funds from Northridge Earthquake (PL 103-211)

51,782,891

Net Unfunded Backlog

451,126,383

Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, in sev-
eral of those 21 States that are waiting
for funds, officially declared natural
disasters wiped-out roads and bridges,
completely creating obvious safety
hazards but also cutting off some of
our rural communities and disrupting
families and commerce. Here is a pic-
ture that gives us an idea of the scope
of the problem we face in my home
State alone. Sections of roads such as
this one in Gifford-Pinchot National
Forest were completely destroyed in
recent floods.

If the Federal Government doesn’t
provide help, these States are going to
have to either wait to fix these roads
or pay for these emergency repairs by
diverting money from their annual
highway funds and delaying or cancel-
ling critically needed projects. At a
time when we know our economy is
slipping and gas prices are at an all-
time high, our States can’t afford to do
this. A State such as Oklahoma would
have to spend almost 7 percent of its
entire annual highway program to help
repair roads that were destroyed dur-
ing recently declared disasters.

Mr. President, 2007 was an unusually
hard year for Oklahoma. The problems
that were caused by storms last year
were compounded by more storms this
past April. As a result, the backlog of
highway repairs now waiting for the
Federal aid emergency relief program
totals $33.5 million. That money is con-
tained in the amendment we will be
voting on this morning.

So, as I said, my home State of Wash-
ington was hit by devastating floods
last December. Communities from
southwest Washington in Whatcom
County on the Canadian border are
struggling to recover, and they des-
perately need and deserve help from
our Federal Government.

The bottom line is that while I un-
derstand the problems that inadequate
roads pose to our military and the peo-
ple in Iraq and Afghanistan, we also
have urgent needs right here at home
for the same kinds of repairs, and we
have a responsibility to address those
emergencies. The longer we wait, the

longer the list of roads waiting for re-
pairs becomes. And those damaged
roads hold up our commerce, they keep
people from getting to work, and they
keep goods from getting to market.
That is going to continue to hurt our
already strained economy.

Just yesterday, Governor Gregoire in
my home State declared an emergency
when a highway in Spokane was com-
pletely washed out in heavy rains and
snowmelts. Our Transportation Depart-
ment says those repairs will cost $1
million, and it is going to take several
days to reopen a single lane of that
traffic.

When our citizens pay their taxes,
they except their money will go to
keep the roads and bridges in their own
communities safe and reliable. I think
President Bush is profoundly out of
touch if he Dbelieves our taxpayers
would rather spend their money on new
roads overseas than on damaged roads
in their own communities.

So I hope my colleagues on both sides
of the aisle pay close attention to what
is in this emergency relief amendment
and that they vote to take care of their
own constituents at home while we
continue to fund these wars in Iraq and
Afghanistan.

Thank you, Mr. President, and I yield
the floor.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from Mississippi is
recognized.

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, earlier
this week I spoke about the need to act
expeditiously to consider the supple-
mental appropriations bill to fund on-
going operations in Afghanistan, Iraaq,
and the global war on terrorism. I
don’t know that I could add any more
persuasive reasons why we must ap-
prove the President’s request for sup-
plemental appropriations.

In a hearing earlier this week before
our Appropriations subcommittee, Sec-
retary of Defense Gates testified that
the military personnel account that
pays our soldiers and the operations
and maintenance accounts which fund
readiness, training, and the salaries of
civilian employees across the Defense

Department will run dry over the next
few weeks. Secretary Gates can fore-
stall this depletion of funds for a short
period of time, but if he does so, it will
disrupt ongoing programs that are crit-
ical to our operations in theater and to
our national defense generally.

Delay in providing funds for our
troops has already disrupted operations
in Afghanistan and Iragq. Admiral
Mullin, the Chairman of the Joint
Chiefs of Staff, testified before the Ap-
propriations Defense Subcommittee
also about a recent visit he had with
soldiers on the front lines. Those sol-
diers told Admiral Mullin that they
were unable to allocate additional
funds from the Commander’s Emer-
gency Response Program because es-
sentially all the money had been allo-
cated for the quarter. We are two-
thirds of the way through the fiscal
year, and yet Congress has provided
less than one-third of the funds re-
quested for this emergency response
program.

Secretary Gates characterizes this
initiative as:

The single most effective program to en-
able commanders to address local popu-
lations’ needs and get potential insurgents in
Iraq and Afghanistan off the streets and into
jobs.

I will not repeat my statement from
earlier this week on the urgent need to
move this process forward, but it is
clear that when Congress finally began
to act, it did so using convoluted proce-
dures designed to shut out individual
Members in the Senate and in the
other body. Yet, this morning, it re-
mains highly uncertain whether an
adequate and signable supplemental
funding bill will be sent to the Presi-
dent before Memorial Day. There are
rumors—conversations—about a short-
term, 1-month supplemental being
drafted by the majority.

Mr. President, that is really not what
we need. It is one thing to extend the
aviation bill or the farm bill or other
programs for short periods of time
while Congress completes its work on
long-term legislation, but to begin
stringing out our military and our dip-
lomatic corps on a month-by-month
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basis during a period of military con-
flict is a dereliction of our duties.

I worry that the Congress is becom-
ing an impediment to the efficiency
and the capability of our Government,
and to our Department of Defense in
particular. We are not acting to pro-
tect the security of our troops who are
putting themselves in harm’s way and
embarking on dangerous missions or
providing for others whom we are try-
ing to train to prepare to take over the
responsibilities for national security.
We need to get together now.

The time for dragging our feet is long
past. We need to find a common ground
so that we can provide our men and
women in the field with the necessary
resources and the support that is nec-
essary to conduct successfully the mis-
sion assigned to them by our United
States Government. We need to do this
without any further delay. I urge my
colleagues to do it now.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Ms.
CANTWELL). The Senator from Wash-
ington is recognized.

Mrs. MURRAY. Madam President, I
yield 5 minutes to the Senator from
Louisiana.

Ms. LANDRIEU. Madam President, I
rise to speak in support of the supple-
mental bill that was put together by
many Members, actually, on both sides
of the aisle, who believe that, yes, we
should expedite funding for our troops
in the field, but also there are emer-
gencies right here at home, as elo-
quently described earlier this morning
in the remarks of the Senator from
Maryland and the Senator from Wash-
ington State.

I would like to add some words to
their arguments. First of all, I realize
there is an emergency and a war and
conflict going on in Iraq and inter-
national incidents around the world
that deserve the attention and support
of this body. But there are also emer-
gencies right here at home and immi-
nent and ongoing threats.

This chart basically says it all. It is
a frightening chart to me, a depressing
chart, but it is reality. The reality is,
since 1955 through 2005, this is the
track of hurricanes that have hit the
United States. Some of these are cat-
egory 1, some are category 2, but doz-
ens of them are categories 4 and 5. This
track is Hurricane Katrina in yellow
and Hurricane Rita in blue, which dev-
astated large parts of Louisiana and
Mississippi, even going into Alabama
and Texas—flooding thousands of
homes and killing 2,000 people plus
along the gulf coast. The predictions
are that these kinds of storms are
going to get more frequent and worse.

There is nothing we can do to pre-
vent hurricanes. This is Mother Na-
ture. We have just seen it explode in
China and in Burma. It is frightening
to a civilized society. We get in strong
buildings like this and think that noth-
ing can hurt us; surely no water could
reach us or wind destroy us. Then
Mother Nature appears in a very vio-
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lent way sometimes and reminds us
how vulnerable we all are.

In the United States, we just don’t
cry about these things and wring our
hands. We do something. We, the
States, local and Federal Governments
appropriate funding to build the right
kind of levees and dams, and we pro-
vide the right paradigm or framework
for insurance because that is the way
we protect ourselves. Hopefully, we
have infrastructure that will not fail
when the pressure comes; and then in-
surance, if it does come, to help people
who have lost so much get back on
their feet. That is all we can do. It
would be good if we would do that.

But if we vote against this bill today,
we are not taking the necessary steps
to get that done. Again, this is a de-
pressing chart to me. I don’t like to see
it, but I put this up in my office to re-
mind myself that this is not just about
Katrina and Rita, which we will be
marking the anniversary of on August
29—3 years—and then September 24, 3
years for Rita, two of the most destruc-
tive storms to hit the United States. I
remind myself that New York is in
danger, New Jersey is in danger, and
South Carolina and North Carolina are
in danger. And Florida, in 2005, had the
worst storm season of the century, ac-
cording to the Senator from Florida.

Briefly, referring to this chart, this
is the area that went underwater in
New Orleans, this region—New Orleans
and Jefferson and St. Bernard. Some
say: Why don’t you all just relocate?
That would be a very expensive propo-
sition, and impossible, for any number
of reasons. One, about 1 million people
live in the metropolitan area; two, the
mouth of the Mississippi River is some-
thing that the people of Mississippi and
Louisiana most certainly think is an
important asset to the country—so im-
portant that Thomas Jefferson, when
he was President, leveraged the entire
Federal Treasury to purchase it. We
put all of our defenses along the river
to defend it. You cannot close this
river. The people who work on the river
and contribute to the assets of the
country cannot go live in Arkansas or
north Texas or north Mississippi. They
need to live close to the coast for all of
the important energy that comes.

The city is no longer underwater.
The water is long gone, but the tears
are still there and the pain is still
there and the frightening part is still
there because the start of the hurri-
cane season is just right around the
corner, June 1. We have reports in the
paper today that there is some leakage
in the same canal that breached and
destroyed over 10,000 homes—or more,
actually—in the Lakeview area, which
is a solid middle-class area.

This is a picture from the Times-Pic-
ayune today. In this bill, there is about
$7 billion for levees, to finish the con-
struction of levees that broke—Federal
levees that should have held and didn’t.
We are in a mad dash to get these lev-
ees and this infrastructure rebuilt
strongly, correctly, and safely so peo-
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ple can begin to rebuild this city high-
er, yes, and stronger, yes. But no one
living in the middle of a city or urban
area should have to go to bed at night
and wonder when they wake up if they
will be in 8 feet of water or 12 feet.

This is the 17th Street Canal, and you
have seen this many times in pictures.
That is what is in this bill. I urge my
colleagues to vote yes on the supple-
mental.

I ask unanimous consent for 2 more
minutes.

Mrs. MURRAY. Madam President, I
can only yield 30 more seconds. Other
Senators wish to speak.

Ms. LANDRIEU. We have hurricane
levees in this bill. We also have hous-
ing vouchers. The risks have increased
substantially in the region. After the
storm, we lost 250,000 dwellings in Lou-
isiana and thousands in Mississippi. We
have a homeless population that has
doubled. There are housing vouchers in
the bill for the homeless, for the very
low income, and for the disabled. After
storms like these, that population is
gravely threatened.

I will come back later and finish my
remarks. This is important to the peo-
ple of the gulf coast. I thank the Sen-
ator for the time allowed this morning.
I urge my colleagues, in supporting the
war funding in Iraq, please let’s re-
member the emergency still going on
at home.

Mr. COCHRAN. Madam President, I
ask unanimous consent that the re-
maining Republican time be allocated
as follows: Senator GRAHAM for up to 20
minutes to engage in a colloquy with
Senators BURR, KYL, and CORNYN; Sen-
ator VITTER for 5 minutes; Senator
BROWNBACK for 5 minutes; and that the
remainder of the time, if anything, be
allocated by Senator MCCONNELL, oOr
his designee.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

FOOD, CONSERVATION, AND
ENERGY ACT OF 2008—VETO

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair lays before the Senate the Presi-
dent’s veto message on H.R. 2419, which
the clerk will read, and which will be
spread in full upon the Journal.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

Veto message on H.R. 2419, a bill to provide
for the continuation of Agricultural pro-
grams through fiscal year 2012, and for other
purposes.

Mr. REID. Madam President, so that
there is no misunderstanding, I ask
unanimous consent that the veto mes-
sage on H.R. 2419, the Food Security
Act, be considered as having been read,
that it be printed in the RECORD, and
spread in full upon the Journal, and
held at the desk.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The President’s message is as fol-
lows:

To the House of Representatives:

I am returning herewith without my
approval H.R. 2419, the ‘“‘Food, Con-
servation, and Energy Act of 2008.”
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For a year and a half, T have consist-
ently asked that the Congress pass a
good farm bill that I can sign. Regret-
tably, the Congress has failed to do so.
At a time of high food prices and
record farm income, this bill lacks pro-
gram reform and fiscal discipline. It
continues subsidies for the wealthy and
increases farm bill spending by more
than $20 billion, while using budget
gimmicks to hide much of the increase.
It is inconsistent with our objectives in
international trade negotiations, which
include securing greater market access
for American farmers and ranchers. It
would needlessly expand the size and
scope of government. Americans sent
us to Washington to achieve results
and be good stewards of their hard-
earned taxpayer dollars. This bill vio-
lates that fundamental commitment.

In January 2007, my Administration
put forward a fiscally responsible farm
bill proposal that would improve the
safety net for farmers and move cur-
rent programs toward more market-
oriented policies. The bill before me
today fails to achieve these important
goals.

At a time when net farm income is
projected to increase by more than $28
billion in 1 year, the American tax-
payer should not be forced to subsidize
that group of farmers who have ad-
justed gross incomes of up to $1.5 mil-
lion. When commodity prices are at
record highs, it is irresponsible to in-
crease government subsidy rates for 15
crops, subsidize additional crops, and
provide payments that further distort
markets. Instead of better targeting
farm programs, this bill eliminates the
existing payment limit on marketing
loan subsidies.

Now is also not the time to create a
new uncapped revenue guarantee that
could cost billions of dollars more than
advertised. This is on top of a farm bill
that is anticipated to cost more than
$600 billion over 10 years. In addition,
this bill would force many businesses
to prepay their taxes in order to fi-
nance the additional spending.

This legislation is also filled with
earmarks and other ill-considered pro-
visions. Most notably, H.R. 2419 pro-
vides: $175 million to address water
issues for desert lakes; $250 million for
a 400,000-acre land purchase from a pri-
vate owner; funding and authority for
the noncompetitive sale of National
Forest land to a ski resort; and $382
million earmarked for a specific water-
shed. These earmarks, and the expan-
sion of Davis-Bacon Act prevailing
wage requirements, have no place in
the farm bill. Rural and urban Ameri-
cans alike are frustrated with excessive
government spending and the funneling
of taxpayer funds for pet projects. This
bill will only add to that frustration.

The bill also contains a wide range of
other objectionable provisions, includ-
ing one that restricts our ability to re-
direct food aid dollars for emergency
use at a time of great need globally.
The bill does not include the requested
authority to buy food in the developing
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world to save lives. Additionally, provi-
sions in the bill raise serious constitu-
tional concerns. For all the reasons
outlined above, I must veto H.R. 2419,
and I urge the Congress to extend cur-
rent law for a year or more.

I veto this bill fully aware that it is
rare for a stand-alone farm bill not to
receive the President’s signature, but
my action today is not without prece-
dent. In 1956, President Eisenhower
stood firmly on principle, citing high
crop subsidies and too much govern-
ment control of farm programs among
the reasons for his veto. President Ei-
senhower wrote in his veto message,
‘“Bad as some provisions of this bill
are, I would have signed it if in total it
could be interpreted as sound and good
for farmers and the nation.” For simi-
lar reasons, I am vetoing the bill before
me today.

GEORGE W. BUSH.
THE WHITE HOUSE, May 21, 2008.

————

MILITARY CONSTRUCTION AND
VETERANS AFFAIRS APPROPRIA-
TIONS ACT, 2008—Continued

Mrs. MURRAY. Madam President, I
yield 5 minutes to the Senator from
Montana.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Montana is recognized.

Mr. TESTER. Madam President, the
Senate has a real opportunity today to
do right by our newest veterans who
have served us well in Iraq and Afghan-
istan.

When our troops came home at the
end of World War II, our Nation made
a choice to make college a reality for
millions of them. Nearly 8 million vet-
erans—half of all who served in that
war—took advantage of the Mont-
gomery GI bill. They had their college
education paid for. Our country made a
decision to invest in our warriors’ fu-
ture as they returned from the battle-
field. As a result, the ‘‘greatest genera-
tion” produced broad-based growth and
prosperity.

Today, we are great at sending our
troops off to war, but we are coming up
short in providing the benefits their
service has earned. That is short-
sighted and wrong.

A very small percentage of Ameri-
cans actually serve in our Armed
Forces, the military, on Active Duty,
Reserves, and National Guard. It totals
less than 3 million people in a country
of 300 million.

So far, 1.6 million troops have served
in Iraq and Afghanistan. Tens of thou-
sands more of our troops will rotate
through in the coming months. These
men and women and their families are
the ones who have borne the sacrifice
of 15-month deployments, multiple
tours of combat zones, injuries, and the
loss of far too many of their battle bud-
dies.

It is right that the Senate give back
to them by giving them a GI bill that
meets today’s needs. It is time to treat
doing right by our veterans as a true
cost of war. These folks all joined the
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service because they love their coun-
try, they want to serve, and they want
to be a part of all the great work our
military does. It is hardly glamorous,
but it is critical to our Nation.

A GI bill that provides our troops the
full cost of a college education is a
vital recruiting tool, and it helps us
give back to the people who are serving
our country.

Today, nearly one-third of all Active-
Duty servicemembers who signed up
for the GI bill never use the benefit.
There are many good reasons, but one
of the main reasons is that the current
GI bill doesn’t provide enough benefit
to meet the needs of today’s veterans.

Madam President, today’s GI bill is
woefully inadequate. It only provides
about $9,000 in costs for an academic
year of college. When you factor in tui-
tion, room, board, books, and other liv-
ing expenses, that is only about 70 per-
cent of the actual cost of attending a
university such as the University of
Montana. It is only a drop in the buck-
et for a private school.

The Webb amendment that we have
before us today fully covers the cost of
any instate public school’s tuition and
fees, and it creates a matching pro-
gram to help create incentive for pri-
vate schools to do the right thing and
pay for a veteran’s education. It will
stay this way for a generation. This
legislation is tied to the cost of public
education so the benefit to our vet-
erans will keep pace with the annual
rise in tuition and fees, which have
averaged about 6 percent over the last
decade.

Another thing that makes this
amendment so important is that for
the first time it brings the National
Guard and reservists more access to
the GI bill. Right now, few guardsmen
and reservists can get the full benefit.
Given how much we have relied on the
Guard in Iraq, I think that is wrong.

Let me also say we know the vast
majority of servicemen sign up for the
GI bill, but that has a cost. When you
first receive a paycheck from the mili-
tary, you have to decide whether to
spend $100 a month for the first year on
buying into the GI bill benefit. That is
a total cost of $1,200. Now, $100 may not
seem much to some folks in Wash-
ington, DC, but I guarantee you that to
an airman just out of basic and on his
or her first tour at a base such as
Malmstrom Air Force Base, that $100 is
a big deal. The Webb GI bill gets rid of
that fee, and it is about time we did so.

Finally, I wish to address one of the
complaints about the Webb bill. Some
have said the Webb bill will hurt reten-
tion, especially in the mid-career offi-
cer corps. This is simply untrue. A
commissioned officer would have to
serve 8 or 9 years before being fully eli-
gible for the new enhanced GI benefit.
It is not the GI bill that causes mid-ca-
reer folks to leave the military. It is
15-month deployments, multiple tours,
and stop-loss involuntary deployment
extensions, the so-called back-door
draft.



May 22, 2008

So I hope we can get this done today.
This bill will cost about $2 billion a
year, and that is a little less than we
spend in Iraq in 1 week.

Keep in mind that, over a lifetime,
the average individual who goes to col-
lege earns more than $500,000 more
than someone who does not. This is the
right thing to do for our troops, but it
is also a good investment in our coun-
try’s future, especially at a time when
the economy is sputtering, wages are
stagnant, and jobs are being lost. So I
call on this body to stand by our Na-
tion’s warriors and to pass a 21st cen-
tury GI bill. It is the right thing to do.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from South Carolina.

Mr. GRAHAM. Madam President, I
wish to be recognized for 6 minutes be-
cause we are going to split the time
with my colleagues. Would the Chair
let me know when 5 minutes has ex-
pired?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair will notify the Senator.

Mr. GRAHAM. Madam President,
three quick points.

The procedure being employed is bad
for the country, it is bad for the Sen-
ate, and my Republican colleague, Sen-
ator COCHRAN from Mississippi, ex-
pressed himself very well. If we give in
to this, pack and go home. We don’t de-
serve to be here.

Now, I have a proposal, I say to my
good friend, Senator TESTER. I have a
proposal that does two things. It helps
those who leave the military get a bet-
ter GI benefit. He is right; we need to
increase the money we give to people
who leave the service to go to college.
But the Webb bill, unfortunately, ac-
cording to CBO, hurts retention. The
benefits of $562, $563 billion are all driven
to the people who would leave, and the
consequence of that is we are going to
hurt retention, according to CBO, by 16
percent.

Our approach, Senators MCcCAIN,
BURR, and many of us here, is to do two
things: Increase the benefit for those
who leave but entice people to stay and
reward those who will make a career
out of the military. The backbone of
the military, I say to Senator TESTER,
is the career NCOs, and we have a pro-
posal that if they will stay in for 6
years, they can transfer half their ben-
efits to their family members, to their
spouse or to their child. If they will
stay to the 12-year point, they can
transfer 100 percent of their GI benefits
to their spouse or their child.

That would reward people for staying
in and making a career. They can get
their retirement pay and have money
to send their kids to college. It rewards
people to stay in the military and
make a career of the military at a time
we need a career force because we don’t
draft people anymore.

This is not World War II, this is not
Vietnam, this is a global struggle being
fought by a few, and we need to do two
things: Reward those who serve and de-
cide to go back into civilian life, and
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tell those families and military mem-
bers who will stay on for a career, God
bless you, we are going to treat you
differently than we have ever treated
you before. We are going to give you a
benefit you have never had before. You
are not only going to be able to retire,
but you are going to be able to send
your kids to college without using a
dime of your retirement pay.

But under this procedure, we can’t
even talk about this. To my Repub-
lican colleagues who denied me a
chance to put up my idea, shame on
you. I have never done that to you all.
Now, if there is some project in this
bill that means that much to you that
you are going to throw the rest of us
over, we don’t need to be here.

As to the war and the funding, Sen-
ator REID said on April 20, 2007:

This war is lost. The surge has not accom-
plished anything, as indicated by the ex-
treme violence in Iraq yesterday.

April 20, 2007. April 13, 2007:

Reid said he plans to continue an aggres-
sive path for early withdrawal from Iraq and
does not particularly care if the Republicans
are trying to paint that position as a lack of
support for U.S. forces. Why? Because we are
going to pick up Senate seats as a result of
this war.

SCHUMER, April 25, 2007:

The war in Iraq is a lead weight attached
to their ankles, Schumer warned, predicting
that congressional Democrats will pick up
additional Republican votes for Democratic
initiatives as the 2008 elections approach. We
will break them, because they are looking
extinction in the eye, Schumer declared,
making no attempt to hide his glee.

Come down to the floor today and
stand by those statements. It is not
about the Republicans winning or los-
ing seats, it is about this Nation being
able to be safer. It is about winning in
Iraq, not being a stakeholder in our de-
feat. It has never been about the next
election to me, it has been about stand-
ing behind moderate forces in Iraq that
will fight al-Qaida. Well over a year
later, we have evidence now from the
surge, with better security, that Mus-
lims in Iraq have taken up arms, stood
by us, and are giving al-Qaida a pun-
ishing blow. Reconciliation, political
economic reconciliation in Iraq is be-
ginning to bear fruit because of better
security and Iranian desires to domi-
nate that country, to kill Americans,
and split Iraq. They are losing. We are
killing special groups from Iran by the
droves.

So I hope this President, President
Bush, will veto this bill, if that is what
it will take.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has consumed 5 minutes.

Mr. GRAHAM. I thank the Chair.

Senator WEBB said he is going to test
President Bush’s concerns for the
troops to see if he will sign the Webb
bill. To President Bush: Do not sign
this bill. It will hurt retention.

We can all come together to help
those who serve and leave the military
and give them a benefit better than
they have today because they deserve
it, but we should be working together
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for the common good to retain a career
force that is going to fight this war and
the war of the future.

The people who put the Webb bill to-
gether had no idea what they were
doing when it came to retention. They
didn’t even think about retention. Sen-
ator OBAMA said: Yes, if people leave,
you will get some more. The heart and
soul of any military is that career NCO
officer, and we need to retain them,
tell them their service is valuable, and
help them stay around. We need to help
those who leave, but, for God’s sake,
reward those who stay.

So this is a defining moment for the
Senate, for the Republicans, and for
this war. I can tell you that if we will
leave the generals alone and support
our troops, they will win this war.

To my Republican colleagues, if we
will stand firm for a fair procedure and
a sensible solution to the veterans’
problems, we will get rewarded in the
next election, not punished. If we give
in to this, we don’t deserve to be here.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from North Carolina.

Mr. BURR. Madam President, I also
would request to be notified at the end
of 5 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair will notify.

Mr. BURR. To my colleagues: What
we have today is a choice between
something and nothing. I am not sure
that is fair for our veterans. I am not
sure it is fair for the American people.
Procedurally, what the leadership has
decided to do is to give us one choice.
When you have one choice, it is not a
choice, it is a mandate. The choice
they have given us today as Repub-
licans, quite honestly, and as a Senate,
is either support what they have pre-
scribed to us or vote against it.

The President has already said: I am
going to veto this bill because, from a
policy standpoint, it does not embrace
what is in the best long-term interest
of this country and of our security. I
think the American people understand
that.

Procedurally, the only tool we have
is to say we are not going to vote for it
or we are going to stand with the
President and uphold his veto and
bring the majority back to the table to
present a process that allows us to de-
bate the differences between the two
competing views. I believe it is worth
it when we talk about the education of
our veterans.

I believe there are parts of the Webb
bill that are very well done, and there
are parts of the Graham bill that are
extremely beneficial to our soldiers.
We will never get that opportunity un-
less enough people in this body are
willing to stand up and say this process
absolutely stinks and we are not going
to stand for it.

The politics of it Senator GRAHAM
pointed out very well. There are some
who believe the politics of the next
election trump whether this bill is
right or whether the process is fair. I
don’t believe politics should play a part
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in this. I only wish those who have ex-
pressed such concern about this edu-
cation benefit would help me fix K-
through-12 education, where last year
70 percent of the high school students
in this country graduated on time, and
30 percent of our kids do not have the
tools to be asked to interview for a job.
But we are more passionate about
making sure we don’t even create a
choice on education for our veterans.
They have no voice in this. This dic-
tates what their benefit is going to be
in the future. I think we have a right
to come down and debate the merits of
two proposals but not under the struc-
ture we have been given today.

The politics of this have gotten ugly.
This week an ad was run that showed a
veteran who had been injured in battle,
a service-connected injury, and it said
unless you support the Webb bill, there
is no education benefit for this injured
vet. Well, let me say today that is a lie.
It is factually challenged. Any service-
member who has a service-connected
injury has 100 percent coverage for
their education benefit today without
us doing one thing. It is called the Vo-
cational Rehabilitation Program with-
in the Veterans Administration. It cov-
ers their tuition, public and private,
Harvard or North Carolina at Chapel
Hill. It doesn’t matter if it is a State or
private school. It covers their room,
their board, and their tuition. It will
even pay for somebody to work with
them on their resume enhancements,
on interview techniques.

Every person with a service-con-
nected disability is covered under voca-
tional rehab. To suggest in an ad that
they are left behind if the Webb bill is
not passed is absolutely the most dis-
ingenuous thing I have ever seen.

From a policy standpoint, do our vet-
erans deserve the ability to determine
whether the GI benefit they have quali-
fied for is, in fact, transferable to a
child? Well, what we are saying today
is no. No, you don’t have a right to do
that. That is our benefit. We dictate in
legislation how you use it. We are not
going to have a debate on whether
transferability, whether a servicemem-
ber who qualifies for an education ben-
efit should have the right. Their deci-
sion.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has consumed 5 minutes.

Mr. BURR. I thank the Presiding Of-
ficer.

Should it be their decision to decide
whether a spouse or family member,
who has sacrificed so much, is going to
be the recipient of a benefit or whether
they are going to let it expire because
they have the education they need?
Well, not having the debate, we are not
going to have an option to sell to our
colleagues, to sell to veterans, to sell
to the American people why veterans
deserve more than what the Webb bill
offers. We have only valued it on dol-
lars, not on benefit.

From a policy standpoint, this cre-
ates a tremendous inequity between
States because the benefit is actually
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determined by where a veteran actu-
ally chooses to go to school, not by
where they live or where they came
from.

It is not equal for every veteran.
Some will get more, some will get less,
and the unintended consequences are
that States will look at that subsidized
higher education today and say: Why
should we subsidize it in the future, we
get cheated when the Government pays
us.

We know who will pay for that: All
the kids who go to school. All the kids
in the future who are not connected to
the military, when they go in to make
their tuition payment, are going to be
the ones who pay the brunt of this situ-
ation.

There is only one way to stop this,
and that is to make sure we uphold the
President’s veto. We are not going to
defeat the legislation to move forward,
but we have to uphold the President’s
veto if, in fact, we want to bring this
legislation back to the Senate floor,
have a real debate about the dif-
ferences in the legislation, a real de-
bate about what is important to our
veterans, a real debate on what affects
retention, a real debate on what pro-
vides the security we need in this coun-
try in an all-volunteer Army.

I am convinced that our colleagues
understand the importance proce-
durally of making sure this comes back
to the Senate in a fashion that we can
actually have a real debate about cre-
ating a choice between something and
something versus the setup today,
which is something and nothing.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER
TESTER). The Senator from Texas.

Mr. CORNYN. Mr. President, I con-
gratulate the Senator from North
Carolina and the Senator from South
Carolina for their leadership, but I also
wish to congratulate Senator WEBB,
the Senator from Virginia. I do believe
that all of these Senators, and those of
us who join them, are operating with
the best of intentions, and that is how
do we modernize the GI bill that helped
provide my father an education after
he left the Air Force after World War
II? How do we modernize the GI bill
and provide the maximum benefit we
can but also make sure it provides for
benefits to military families by allow-
ing for transferability to spouses and
children under some circumstances?
And, I would think, fundamentally to
our national security, how do we pre-
serve and protect the All-Volunteer
military force?

I know it is not his intention, but
Senator WEBB’s bill actually would en-
courage people not to reenlist by pro-
viding a perverse incentive to leave
early in order to obtain the benefits
they would receive after 3 years of
service. We need to make sure we en-
courage continuation of service, reten-
tion in the military in the best inter-
ests of our All-Volunteer military
force.

To me, it is ironic—I remember the
Senator from Virginia had an amend-
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ment where we would restrict the
amount of time a servicemember could
be deployed and then provide for a min-
imum time they had to be back home
before they could be deployed again.
Again, it was a noble aspiration that
he had but, unfortunately, because our
forces were spread too thin because we
had allowed the end force, the end
strength of our military to degrade
over time, we had to, as a matter of
our national security and success in
our current efforts in Iraq and Afghani-
stan, ask these servicemembers to re-
turn to service without an adequate
dwell time.

Perversely, I think the Senator’s bill,
by encouraging early exit from the
military and hurting retention, accord-
ing to the CBO, by some 1l6-percent,
would actually be at cross-purposes
with the very proposal he advanced
earlier about allowing our military
more time at home because it would re-
duce the number of people in our All-
Volunteer military and make it nec-
essary that they be deployed more
often and at greater sacrifice.

I do believe we ought to reward those
who continue to serve. We ought to re-
ward the families by allowing transfer-
ability of the benefit upon continued
service to spouses and children.

I can tell my colleagues, speaking to
groups in Texas this last weekend, that
one feature was something they very
much appreciated. We ought to do ev-
erything we can to strengthen and nur-
ture our All-Volunteer military force
and not to cause a 16-percent decline in
retention rates.

Mr. President, I see the Senator from
Arizona on the floor. I yield to him for
a question.

Mr. KYL. Mr. President, I wonder if
the Senator from Texas will yield for
two questions I have.

Mr. CORNYN. I will be happy to
yield.

Mr. KYL. Mr. President, I absolutely
agree with the Senator from Texas
that we have to get to a point where we
can debate and vote on alternatives to
assist our veterans. It is very dis-
tressing to me to hear there are TV ads
running against the Senator from
Texas and against my colleague from
Arizona that call into question your
commitment and his commitment to
the veterans of our country.

I am informed that one of the ads
says:

Senator Cornyn is fighting tooth and nail
against giving adequate benefits to our
troops and veterans, using it as a wedge in
partisan politics.

Is the Senator aware that language is
being used in an ad against the Senator
from Texas.

Mr. CORNYN. Mr. President, I am
aware of the ad. I have to say to the
distinguished Senator from Arizona, it
is not the first time I have seen a
phony ad on television. Of course, as he
suggests, there is no basis for it.

Mr. KYL. Mr. President, if I may just
say, the Senator from Texas, as you
just heard and as we all know, has been
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speaking on the floor of the Senate and
in meetings we have been having about
this issue. He has been working very
hard to find the best way to support
our veterans with their educational
benefits. I want that crystal clear on
the record.

Secondly, is the Senator aware that
there is also an ad—my understanding
is it says that ‘““‘Senator MCCAIN, as the
leader of the Republican Party, must
send a signal to his colleagues in the
Senate that now is not the time to play
politics by forcing Senators to choose
between his bill and the Webb-Hagel
measure.”’

It seems to me that statement is ex-
actly right, that we should not be
forced to choose between one or the
other, but procedurally, the way the
bill comes before us, we have two
choices: to vote for or against Webb;
whereas if the President were to veto
this bill, there is an opportunity to ne-
gotiate between the two different ap-
proaches, both of which have some
merit, and get the best of all worlds.

Will the Senator from Texas com-
ment about the process by which we
might actually get the best bill to as-
sist our veterans with GI educational
benefits?

Mr. CORNYN. Mr. President, the
Senator from Arizona is exactly right.
We need to have a fair debate and fair
opportunity for a vote on these com-
peting proposals, both of which I say,
again, were borne out of the best of in-
tentions, and that is providing edu-
cational benefits for our military serv-
icemembers and their families.

But I have to add that calling into
question Senator MCCAIN’S commit-
ment to veterans is laughable. It would
be laughable if it wasn’t so pathetic.
No one serving in the Congress and few
serving anywhere in the United States
have given more to support our mili-
tary servicemembers, both active and
retired, and, obviously, Senator
McCAIN himself is a war hero. To me,
that is the kind of phony ad that I
think causes most people simply to dis-
miss it because there is just no basis
for it.

I agree with the Senator from Ari-
zona that this procedure, whereby we
are asked to vote on what started out
to be an emergency funding bill to sup-
port our troops in harm’s way in Af-
ghanistan and Iraq, has now been
larded up with a bunch of pet projects
and other spending which have nothing
to do with supporting our troops in
harm’s way.

Congress, by engaging in this sort of
conduct, is actually slowing down de-
livery of the money to the troops who
need it. We have been told by the Sec-
retary of Defense and the Secretary of
the Veterans’ Administration—particu-
larly the Secretary of Defense—that
unless we act——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time
for the colloquy has expired.

Mr. CORNYN. Mr. President, I ask
for 1 minute.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.
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Mr. CORNYN. Unless we act prompt-
ly, we are going to find out our troops
are not going to get their paychecks,
and the services that are available for
our military families are going to be
denied unless Congress acts. So why
would we engage in this kind of delay?

Finally, the Graham-Burr bill does
provide for the full cost of a 4-year pub-
lic school education in my State of
Texas, which costs roughly $55,000 a
year. This bill provides $58,000 a year
worth of benefits and added to items
such as the Hazlewood Act, which al-
lows tuition forgiveness, is a good ben-
efit and one certainly deserved by the
veterans who take advantage of their
GI benefits in my home State, and I am
proud to support them.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Washington.

Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the following
four Senators be our next speakers, ro-
tating back and forth with the other
side: Senator HARKIN for 4 minutes,
Senator KOHL for 3 minutes, Senator
LiNcOLN for 4 minutes, and Senator
CLINTON for 5 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The Senator from Iowa.

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, let me
state the obvious. The administration’s
position, and what I hear from the
other side of the aisle, is a blank check
for Iraq but not a dime for urgent do-
mestic priorities. I can tell you that is
a nonstarter with the American people.
We have more to do here internally for
America than just borrowing money
from China and sending it to Iraq.

I have worked to add to this bill ur-
gently needed funding for an array of
domestic needs, including health care,
extended unemployment insurance, and
grants to fight crime in neighborhoods
across America.

We have added emergency funding for
the Byrne Grant Program to provide
critical funding to local law enforce-
ment, and this funding is crucial. Un-
less we restore the Byrne funding for
fiscal year 2008, local law enforcement
operations will be severely cut back—
set back, even—if we provide the funds
in 2009.

In my State of Iowa, over half of all
the drug task forces will be forced to
shut down unless these cuts are re-
stored. Mr. President, 15 out of 21 re-
gional drug task forces will be elimi-
nated. That is just my State. Think
about your State. It is going to dev-
astate our law enforcement activities
to fight drugs and crime. Law enforce-
ment has made it clear that once these
programs are stopped, they are very
hard to start again. It is hard to hire
back trained and experienced law en-
forcement, hard to restart a wiretap,
for example, to reconnect with lost
witnesses. So the Byrne Grant Pro-
gram is absolutely essential. But there
are other things we need to do.

There is $400 million for NIH in this
bill. Much of that is for cancer re-
search. We are making great strides,
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but in the last few years, we have not
kept up with medical inflation, and
therefore the amount of dollars we
have for cancer research is being erod-
ed.

We have $1 billion in this bill for
LIHEAP, the Low-Income Home En-
ergy Assistance Program. Mr. Presi-
dent, 15.5 million households are at
least 30 days overdue in meeting their
heating costs. We know how high costs
are going, and now we have the sum-
mer months coming on, and in the
South particularly, where they are
going to need air-conditioning, we need
this money for our low-income and our
elderly people.

We extend unemployment compensa-
tion by 13 weeks. We know the best
stimulus of all is to help those who are
unemployed, to get them the money, to
get them through a rough patch so
they can get back to work.

We also defer the implementation of
seven Medicaid and Medicare amend-
ments. These are supported by the Na-
tional Governors Association. If we do
not defer the implementation of these
amendments, it is going to have a pro-
foundly bad effect on health care in all
of our States, and many of these regu-
lations go into effect in June and July
of this year unless we put a stop to
them.

These are all the provisions that are
in the domestic package.

Again, we have $100 billion in this
bill for Iraq and Afghanistan. What
about America? What about using this
bill to stimulate our economy, extend
assistance to the unemployed, fight
crime, create jobs, and invest in med-
ical research? It is not just Iraq and Af-
ghanistan, it is also America. That is
what this first domestic package is
about, and I urge all Senators to vote
to adopt this amendment to the bill.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Wisconsin.

Mr. KOHL. Mr. President, the pend-
ing amendment includes several provi-
sions within my jurisdiction as chair-
man of the Agriculture Subcommittee.
Under the current unanimous consent
agreement, these provisions will be
stripped from the bill if we fail to get
60 votes. So I want my colleagues to
know exactly what they are voting
against if they oppose this amendment.

The amendment includes $180 million
to help American communities and
families in most States recover from
recent natural disasters, including
floods and tornadoes. Already this
year, we witnessed a new record of tor-
nado touchdowns, and flooding in the
South, Midwest, Pacific Northwest,
and other parts of the country has been
devastating. If these funds are dropped
from the bill, then we are asking for
even greater destruction when other
storm events strike later this year.

The amendment also includes $275
million for the Food and Drug Admin-
istration. I know this is important to
the senior Senator from Pennsylvania,
and I suspect it is also a priority for
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other Members as well. The FDA needs
to get its house in order on food and
drug safety, and these funds are tar-
geted to do just that. FDA Commis-
sioner Von Eschenbach called me him-
self to stress the need for this funding.

Finally, I wish to talk about food aid.
For Pub. L. 480, this amendment pro-
vides an additional $500 million over
the President’s request in the current
fiscal year. These additional resources
will compensate for skyrocketing food
and transportation costs that no one in
the administration seems to be ac-
knowledging.

I have written two letters in recent
weeks, one to the President of the
United States and another to the Sec-
retary of State, urging them to support
these additional resources. I am still
waiting for a response. I am troubled
by their silence.

I ask unanimous consent these two
letters be printed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

U.S. SENATE,
Washington, DC, May 5, 2008.
The PRESIDENT,
The White House,
Washington, DC.

DEAR MR. PRESIDENT: Although the food
aid proposal you unveiled last week is a wel-
come signal of our Nation’s commitment to
hungry people across the globe, I feel obliged
to respectfully disagree with the specifics
and make several observations.

While your proposal calls for an additional
$395 million for Public Law 480 food assist-
ance, none of this additional assistance
would become available until the beginning
of the next fiscal year. Sadly, I don’t believe
the crisis of escalating food and transpor-
tation costs can be held at bay that long and
I fail to see how these additional resources
help anyone right now. I would welcome an
explanation from your administration.

As Chairman of the Senate Subcommittee
with jurisdiction over P.L. 480, I believe we
need more timely action. I intend to include
enhanced P.L. 480 funding in the upcoming
supplemental appropriations bill so that ad-
ditional resources will be available for the
current fiscal year. I realize this may be at
odds with your oft-stated pledge to veto any
supplemental which exceeds $108 billion.
While I do not wish to invite unnecessary
controversy over such an important topic. I
think we have a moral obligation to act
quickly. The poorest of the poor across the
globe cannot wait nearly half a year for us to
make good on this pledge.

Sincerely,
HERB KOHL,
U.S. Senator.

U.S. SENATE,
Washington, DC, May 16, 2008.
Hon. CONDOLEEZZA RICE,
U.S. Department of State,
Washington, DC.

DEAR MADAM SECRETARY: News that our
government has reached agreement with
North Korea to provide food aid for the com-
ing year is a welcome development.

U.S. food aid is tremendously important in
many corners of the globe, and as chairman
of the Senate Appropriations Subcommittee
with jurisdiction over PL-480 food assistance
I welcome the opportunity to collaborate in
this area. Recent food shortages and price in-
creases have sparked unrest and instability
in a variety of places. I believe it’s critical
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that we maintain robust capacity to respond
with U.S. food aid.

With those thoughts in mind, I recently
sent the attached letter to the President re-
garding supplemental funding for PL-480. As
you know, the $770 million in food aid an-
nounced with much fanfare earlier this
month would do little to provide immediate
new resources for this key program. Con-
sequently, I insisted that the Supplemental
Appropriations Bill approved yesterday by
the Senate Appropriations Committee in-
clude an additional $500 million for PL.—480 in
fiscal year 2008. I hope you will agree that
this is a necessary and appropriate course of
action and that you will encourage the Ad-
ministration to endorse this revised funding
level.

Our moral obligation to ease human suf-
fering and our strategic interest in pro-
moting stability could not be more closely
aligned where food aid is concerned. Please
join me in pushing for these additional re-
sources and convey to the President how his
oft-stated threat to veto any supplemental
which exceeds his request runs counter to
this worthy objective.

Sincerely
HERB KOHL,
U.S. Senator.

Mr. KOHL. Mr. President, Public Law
48 provides our Nation’s response to
hunger and malnutrition around the
globe. By all accounts we are facing a
serious crisis in the months ahead.
UNICEF estimates that 6 million Ethi-
opian children under the age of 5 are at
risk of malnutrition and that more
than 120,000 have only about a month
to live—that is a chilling and dis-
turbing thought; 120,000 children in
Ethiopia have only a month to live—
and we know this tide is coming. Our
moral responsibility, I believe, is clear.

There are other critical situations
around the globe. The Secretary Gen-
eral of the United Nations is in Burma
today, surveying the crisis at hand.
These additional resources are needed
now and not just for places that are
making headlines.

Each of the provisions I described—
the flood recovery money, the food and
drug safety money, the food aid
money—cover legitimate needs that
deserve to be addressed. They are not
pork, they are not excessive, they are
rational responses to critical problems.
If we fail to address them in this bill,
we have done a disservice to the public.

I urge my colleagues to weigh these
items carefully as they consider their
support for the pending amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Arkansas is recognized.

Mrs. LINCOLN. Mr. President, I come
to the floor today to voice my support
as well to the supplemental appropria-
tions bill before the Senate today. I
commend Chairman BYRD and all the
hard-working members of the Appro-
priations Committee for the good work
they have done. It reflects many di-
verse needs at home and abroad at such
a critical time in our Nation’s history.

A proposal we will be voting on this
morning—as we enter the sixth year of
this war in Iraq and Afghanistan—will
provide the necessary resources for our
brave troops to continue their task and
finish the job. It also makes clear to
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the Iraqi people our support for this
war can no longer be open-ended. It
sets practical and realistic goals for be-
ginning the phased deployment of U.S.
troops in Iraq. When our troops begin
returning home and transition back to
civilian life in their communities, we
appropriately recognize their service in
this bill by providing benefits that bet-
ter reflect the sacrifices they have
made for each one of us.

I appreciate the leadership exhibited
by Senators WEBB and HAGEL, LAUTEN-
BERG and WARNER, to keep the drum-
beat alive and make this a priority.
They have served our country honor-
ably in past conflicts, and they under-
stand that educating our Nation’s sol-
diers, sailors, airmen, and marines is a
cost of war.

One provision included in the GI bill
will ensure that our citizen soldiers,
our National Guard and Reserve serv-
ing multiple deployments abroad, will
accrue additional education benefits
similar to those Active-Duty troops re-
ceive when they are deployed.

I have fought for this equity because
guardsmen and reservists who serve
multiple tours of duty do not receive
one extra penny of educational benefits
for their added service because benefits
are based on the single longest deploy-
ment. Passage of this bill will make
that change, and it will make it pos-
sible for those Guard and Reserve to
accrue their educational benefits.

Another important piece of this bill
is the domestic investment it makes.
There are dollars for VA polytrauma
centers, rural schools, and law enforce-
ment that need immediate attention.
It also includes funding under the
Adam Walsh Act to track and pros-
ecute sex offenders and those who
would do harm to our children.

In addition, this bill provides vital
resources to help in recovery efforts
from all kinds of disasters, from Hurri-
canes Katrina and Rita and other nat-
ural disasters such as the string of tor-
nadoes and flooding that hit my State
earlier this year. Arkansas has suffered
a series of natural disasters this year
unlike any I have seen in my lifetime.
It has left 60 of our 75 counties in our
State in need of Federal disaster assist-
ance. Wave after wave of storms has
rocked the residents of Arkansas and
left many of them shocked by the dis-
aster. It started on February 5, when a
band of tornadoes created a path of de-
struction that stretched across 12
counties in Arkansas, killing 13 people
and injuring 133—the deadliest storm
in nearly 10 years.

A little more than a month later,
heavy storms hit Arkansas once again,
this time bringing rain, floods, and
devastation that we have not seen the
likes of in 90 years. Thirty-five Arkan-
sas counties were declared disaster
areas from that storm.

Again, on April 3, another set of tor-
nadoes hit central Arkansas. Although
not as deadly as the February torna-
does, four twisters touched down in a
five-county area, including some of the
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counties suffering already from the
floods. In addition, two more rounds of
tornados hit the State earlier this
month, bringing the total to 60 coun-
ties affected by these storms this year.

This is evidence of the disaster upon
disaster that hit our State. As we look
at the opportunities we have before us
with supplementals, this is what we
use to address those kinds of devasta-
tion.

I ask my colleagues to please support
this part of the bill. These resources
will help our State and other States in
many other initiatives we truly need in
our country.

The citizens of Arkansas and in our
communities all across this Nation
have suffered much at the hands of
Mother Nature. We are asking our col-
leagues to work with us to ensure that
the things we could not predict, the
things we could not prepare for, could
be taken care of for those brave Ameri-
cans in our great State.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the Senator from
New York is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mrs. CLINTON. Mr. President, I cer-
tainly add my support to the very pas-
sionate appeal of my friend from Ar-
kansas on behalf of that wonderful
State. I remember very well all the dif-
ficult storms and floods that too fre-
quently impact Arkansas. I hope our
colleagues will support the request for
disaster assistance.

I rise to support strongly the GI bill
that has been proposed in the Senate. I
thank Senator WEBB for his hard work
on this bipartisan legislation, as well
as Senator LAUTENBERG, Senator WAR-
NER, and Senator HAGEL—each one a
veteran who understands, deeply and
personally, the importance of honoring
the service and sacrifice of our men
and women in uniform.

I am proud to be a cosponsor of this
legislation. It is in the spirit of the
original GI bill of rights to provide
every American who has served honor-
ably since September 11, 2001, on Ac-
tive Duty, with real help to go to col-
lege, to earn a degree, to end his or her
military service with a new beginning
in civilian life.

After 36 months of Active-Duty serv-
ice, a veteran’s tuition and fees for any
in-State public college would be fully
covered. We provide a stipend for books
and supplies and a housing allowance
based on actual housing costs in the
area. The benefit would apply fully to
members of the National Guard and
Reserve who have served on Active
Duty, and all Active-Duty servicemem-
bers would be entitled to a portion of
the benefit based on the length of their
Active-Duty service.

This is not a half measure or an
empty gesture. This is a full and fair
benefit to serve the men and women
who serve us, and that is why this is
such a key vote.

We often hear wonderful rhetoric in
this Chamber in support of our troops
and our veterans, but the real test is
not the speeches we deliver but wheth-
er we deliver on the speeches.
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There are some who oppose this ben-
efit, arguing that our men and women
in uniform have not earned it, that it
is too generous. I could not disagree
more strongly. This is a question of
values and priorities. Each one of us
will answer that question with our
votes today. Let’s strengthen our mili-
tary by improving benefits, not re-
stricting them.

There are those opposing this impor-
tant legislation who have offered a half
measure instead, designed to provide
the administration with political cover
instead of a benefit to our veterans.
That is not leadership and it is not
right. It is time we match our words
with our actions. After all the speeches
are done and the cameras are gone,
what matters is whether we act to sup-
port our troops and our veterans—be-
fore, during, and long after deploy-
ment.

I have proposed my own GI bill of
rights to build on this legislation with
opportunities to secure a home mort-
gage, to start a small business or ex-
pand it with an affordable loan. As a
member of the Senate Armed Services
Committee, I am proud to support our
troops and veterans, improving health
care for the National Guard and reserv-
ists, providing our servicemembers
with the equipment and supplies they
need to improve treatment and care at
our military and veterans hospitals.

The original GI bill was proposed 2%
years after the attack on Pearl Harbor
and, more than a year before the war
ended, President Roosevelt signed that
bill into law. Eight million veterans
participated, improving their skills or
education. At the peak in 1947, vet-
erans accounted for nearly half of all
college admissions. That is the way we
should be honoring the service of those
who served us. This is our moment to
provide each and every new veteran the
opportunity to realize their version of
the American dream—the dream they
have spent their lives trying to defend.

It is time we started acting as Ameri-
cans again. We are all in this together.
Let’s send this legislation to the Presi-
dent and let’s serve the men and
women who served us.

Thank you, Mr. President.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order the Senator from
Louisiana has 5 minutes.

Mr. VITTER. Mr. President, I rise in
strong support of that portion of the
emergency funding bill we will be vot-
ing on in about 35 minutes. The reason
I do so is because it is absolutely essen-
tial to deliver the help the President
has committed—that the Nation has
committed—to our continuing recovery
in Louisiana.

First, let me begin by thanking all
my colleagues and, perhaps even more
importantly, the American people, the
American taxpayer, for an unprece-
dented outpouring of support for our
recovery. True, Hurricanes Katrina and
Rita, a devastating one-two punch,
were unprecedented disasters, the big-
gest natural disasters—particularly
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when put together—that the country
has ever faced. Still, it is very signifi-
cant, very important to acknowledge
that the American people have also
stepped to the plate and made an un-
precedented response. The people of
Louisiana are deeply grateful.

The provisions in this bill are an es-
sential part of that commitment and
that response. Very soon after Hurri-
cane Katrina, I sat in Jackson Square,
in the middle of the French Quarter,
and heard the President deliver his live
address to the Nation from Jackson
Square, right in front of St. Louis Ca-
thedral. It was a strange, eerie night
because New Orleans had not yet recov-
ered, in significant ways, from the
storm. It was only a few weeks since
Hurricane Katrina. The whole French
Quarter was dark—no electricity. The
only light, lighting a small portion of
that part of the world, was from light
trucks sent in so the President could
speak from that historic point to the
American people.

The President made a clear and a
firm commitment to the full recovery
of our region. I thanked him for that. I
thank him for that today.

A big part of that commitment, of
course, was strong, meaningful hurri-
cane and flood protection for southeast
Louisiana, building at a minimum a
100-year level of protection and build-
ing it quickly enough to sustain a
storm that you might expect to see
only once every 100 years.

Again, I thank the President for that
commitment. I thank the American
people for that commitment. But this
funding in this bill passed now is abso-
lutely essential to keep that commit-
ment.

The Corps of Engineers itself says, if
they do not have this money by Octo-
ber 1, they will slip from their schedule
and that rebuilding and that level of
protection for southeast Louisiana will
not be here in the promised timeframe
for the hurricane season of 2011. We
cannot allow that schedule to slip. We
cannot allow that solemn commitment
of the President not to be fulfilled in a
real and a timely manner. That is why
these funds in this emergency funding
bill are so essential.

I know many of my friends who have
fiscal concerns, as I do in general have
concerns about this bill. I would simply
say with regard to these funds for our
recovery, the President has asked for
95 percent of these moneys. The Presi-
dent himself has asked that those mon-
eys be emergency spending. So this is
hardly some Christmas tree on which
we are trying to put ornaments for
needs that are not there, that the
President has not requested. At least 95
percent of this recovery package is
what the President himself has explic-
itly requested and even requested be
made emergency funding.

Let’s follow through on that solemn
commitment of the President, of the
Congress, of the American people, and
let’s be sure to do it in a timely way so
this enormously important protection
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system is built in time for the hurri-
cane season of 2011. This is very impor-
tant to our recovery.

Besides levees and hurricane protec-
tion, it also addresses, in a small but
important way, hospital needs, crimi-
nal justice needs, relocating businesses
from the MRGO so that hurricane high-
way can finally be closed and we do not
have a repeat of the devastation it
helped cause in eastern New Orleans
and St. Bernard Parish. Again, this is
our opportunity to do this this year in
a timely way.

I respectfully again thank all of my
colleagues for their support in our re-
covery and ask them to support this es-
sential step in meeting the President’s
commitment, meeting these needs in a
timely way.

I yield back any remaining time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Washington State.

Mrs. MURRAY. I yield 5 minutes to
the Senator from Illinois.

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, I thank
the Senator from Washington for her
leadership and especially to Senator
BYRD from West Virginia, the Chair-
man of the Senate Appropriations
Committee.

What we are considering on the floor
of the Senate is not normal business,
this is emergency spending. President
Bush has come to Congress and said:
We have an emergency in Iraq. Set
aside whatever you are doing and deal
with this emergency. He said: I am not
going to pay for this. It is such an
emergency, we are going to add it to
the debt of America—not the first time
President Bush has come to us and
asked for that. In the 5 years plus of
this ongoing war, President Bush has
now asked us for $660 billion to be
spent on the war in Iraq and the recon-
struction of that country, $660 billion
this administration says is such an
emergency that we do not pay for it,
we are going to spend it, put it on the
debt of America and leave it to our
kids and grandchildren.

Well, some of us believe that, first,
Iraq has a responsibility to pay its own
bills; this country has a surplus. Iraq,
with all of its oil, has a surplus of al-
most $30 billion. Why in the world are
we taking billions of dollars out of our
Treasury, the hard-earned paychecks of
American families at a moment when
we are facing a recession to send over
and rebuild Iraq?

Why would not the Iraqis spend their
own money from their own oil first?
That is going to be part of this in a
later amendment. But to put it in per-
spective, this President says no. He
wants $180 billion for the war in Iraq.
We met in the Appropriations Com-
mittee, on a bipartisan basis. We said,
as important as the war in Iraq may be
to the Bush administration, we believe
a strong America begins at home.

If there is an emergency in Iraaq,
there is an emergency in America, and
we need to address that emergency. No.
1, we include in this amendment the
Webb GI bill. You know what happens
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when a Nation goes to war, when Amer-
ica invades a country as we did in Iraq?
I can tell you. We love our soldiers
when we send them to war. Our hearts
go out to them and their families. We
honor them while they are serving in
that war, some unfortunately losing
their lives and some coming back in-
jured. We honor them with our speech-
es and all of our attention.

Senator WEBB, with this GI bill asks
the basic question: Will you honor
these soldiers when they come home?
Will you make sure they have the edu-
cation they need to go on with their
lives or will they join the ranks of the
unemployed after serving our country?

We know a GI bill works. It worked
after World War II. Millions of return-
ing veterans, women and men, had an
opportunity to go to college, and
America enjoyed the greatest pros-
perity in our modern history because
we put an investment in people in our
future.

JIM WEBB, with this bipartisan
amendment, does exactly the same
thing. I tell my friends on the Repub-
lican side of the aisle, do not tell me
how much you love the soldiers if you
will not stand behind them when they
come home. Do not tell me how much
you honor our military if you will not
honor them and their families by giv-
ing them a chance at a quality edu-
cation.

Voting “no’ on this GI bill will be re-
membered across America not only by
soldiers but by many others. And that
is not all. In this bill there is $437 mil-
lion for VA polytrauma centers. Do
you know why we need them? Because
of traumatic brain injuries, post-trau-
matic stress disorders, amputations.
Our VA was not ready for this, all of
these thousands of returning veterans
with all of their problems. We put the
money in to rebuild the VA so they can
respond and help those veterans.

It also provides money for our com-
munities and towns. In the city of Chi-
cago, which I am proud to represent,
we have had a painful year of gang vio-
lence. Over 20 schoolchildren have been
killed outside of Chicago public schools
by gang warfare.

We put money in this bill, $490 mil-
lion, to give to police forces around
America to fight the drug gangs, to
fight the violence, to bring peace to
our neighborhoods. I want peace in
Baghdad, but I want peace in Chicago
as well. We can spend some money on
America if we can find $180 billion to
spend in Iraq.

We also provide money for the Amer-
icans who are out of work. We are fac-
ing a recession. We have millions of
Americans who cannot find a job. This
bill provides them an extension of un-
employment insurance so they can
keep their families together. Is there a
higher priority? Is there a higher fam-
ily value?

Let me also tell you, this bill pro-
vides assistance which is essential for
health care for the poorest people in
America; families who are struggling
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to get by, many of them going to work
with no health insurance whatsoever.
This bill provides assistance through
Medicaid and Medicare. So if you be-
lieve a strong America begins at home,
if you believe we have to honor our sol-
diers not only when they are at war but
when they return, there is only one
vote that can be cast. It is a ‘‘yes’ vote
for the pending amendment.

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, I speak
today to lend my support to S. 22, the
Post 9/11 Veterans Educational Assist-
ance Act of 2008. S. 22 establishes a new
GI bill for our servicemembers who
have served after 9/11 and represents a
comprehensive readjustment benefit
for our brave men and women, one they
richly deserve, just as members of an
earlier generation benefited from a GI
bill following World War II, with a
huge gain for our Nation from the more
educated work force and leaders that
resulted.

Senators WEBB, HAGEL, and WARNER
have talked at length about the vir-
tues, and need, for this landmark legis-
lation. I want to speak today on the
impact on retention, the transfer-
ability provisions recently added, and
recruiting.

Much has been said about the effect
on retention this legislation may have.
Some are afraid servicemembers may
leave the military in unacceptable
numbers in order to take advantage of
these benefits.

Our need to focus on retention is
clear. The military we have today is
vastly different from the military we
had in 1945. Since 1973 we have enjoyed
the benefits of the All-Volunteer Force.
Rather than drafting servicemembers,
we encourage them to join. Over the
past 35 years of the All-Volunteer
Force, we have seen military basic pay
rise significantly. As an employer, the
military departments are competing
with the private sector. This has led to
a system of increasing benefits, bo-
nuses, special and incentive pays. In
analyzing the impact of S. 22 on reten-
tion and recruiting costs, the CBO re-
cently estimated that the Department
would have to spend $6.7 billion over
the next b years in additional retention
bonuses to maintain retention at cur-
rent levels, to a large extent offset by
a $5.6 billion savings in recruitment bo-
nuses and other recruitment costs.

The challenge then is to provide a
comprehensive reform of readjustment
educational benefits while ensuring the
continued viability of the All-Volun-
teer Force. These are and must be the
twin goals of any legislation. I think
this legislation achieves these goals.

This legislation retains and supple-
ments retention incentives. In the first
place, S. 22 retains the system of
‘“‘kickers” in additional incentives that
exists under the current GI bill. Under
this program, the services may provide
up to an additional $950 per month of
educational benefit to retain personnel
with critical military skills or to re-
tain any individual in a critical unit.
For someone who qualifies for the full



May 22, 2008

36 months of educational benefits, that
comes out to an additional $34,000, a
significant retention incentive. More-
over, under this program, servicemem-
bers who serve for at least 5 consecu-
tive years on Active Duty may receive
an additional $300 per month of edu-
cational benefit. Over 36 months, that
comes to over $10,000. That is also a
significant retention incentive.

Our bill goes further in terms of re-
tention. S. 22 has been amended to add
a pilot program to provide transfer-
ability of education benefits. The CBO
cost estimate I mentioned earlier did
not consider this additional retention
tool.

I have long been a supporter of the
transferability of GI bill benefits.
There is an old maxim in the military
that while you recruit the servicemem-
ber, you retain the family. These trans-
ferability provisions provide additional
incentive for servicemembers to stay
on Active Duty by tying continued
service to varying levels of transfer-
ability of the benefit to immediate
family members, with 100 percent
transferability @ coming after the
servicemember has served 10 years. Ten
years is an important milestone. Once
a service member hits midcareer, the
military retirement benefit, an ex-
tremely generous benefit that is col-
lectible immediately upon hitting 20
years of service, becomes the strongest
retention incentive. Getting service-
members to midcareer is critical, and
this transferability provision will help
do that.

Not only does transferability help to
address the retention issue, it is the
right thing to do. This war has been
fought not just by our brave service-
members but by their families as well.
Children may have missed one or both
parents for as much as 4 years out of
the past 5 or 6. That is a steep toll to
pay. But by providing transferability,
we can help ensure a quality education
for a spouse or child of a servicemem-
ber who has served so bravely since
9/11. 1 believe it makes this bill strong-
er and addresses a concern that has
been raised against its provisions.

This legislation should actually
incentivize recruiting. What Dbetter
promise can we make to a recruit or
his parents than the promise that we
will provide a more fully funded college
education after fulfillment of the Ac-
tive Duty commitment? Many in this
body have raised the issue of recruit-
ing—whether the Army in particular is
granting too many waivers in order to
meet recruiting goals. This legislation
will help significantly in this regard.
You have to recruit people before you
can retain them, and this legislation
will help recruiting, I believe signifi-
cantly, over time. Recruiting young
men and women into the military is
more than half the battle; I have faith
the services can retain the service-
members they mneed, and Congress
stands ready to provide additional au-
thority if necessary.

Regarding recruiting, I want to make
another point that I do not believe has
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been raised, and that is on the subject
of the ‘“‘influencers.”” As many in this
body know, support for military serv-
ice among the influencers, including
coaches, teachers, and school coun-
selors, of the 17- and 18-year-olds who
are our prime recruiting-age demo-
graphic, is critically important. Aside
from the immediate benefits of this
legislation, my hope is that over time
military service becomes in the minds
of these influencers synonymous with a
free, quality college education. After
you serve us, we will serve you. We will
pay for your college education.

What better way to influence the
influencers than this? As we know, the
costs of education continue to soar. In
these difficult economic times, paying
for a college education is at the top of
many parents’ list of worries, a list
that is already too long. We have read
the stories of returning veterans hav-
ing to work at night so that they can
attend school during the day—even
with their current GI bill benefits. I be-
lieve this bill will go a long way to in-
creasing the support for military serv-
ice among that critical segment of so-
ciety, the people who influence our
youth’s choice of career.

Finally, this readjustment benefit is
an investment in our future as a na-
tion. Indeed, seven members of this
body were educated on the post-World
War II GI bill. As an editorial from last
week’s LA Times observed:

College is the essential ticket to upward
mobility, and who more deserves a chance at
that than the young men and women who
volunteered for military service in wartime?
The post-World War II experience shows that
educating them is good public policy. . . .
First, it would boost military morale and the
quality of recruits—even though the mili-
tary worries that it could hurt retention.
Second, the investment in education is like-
ly to pay for itself many times over as vet-
erans join the workforce at higher pay rates.

The brave men and women of our
Armed Forces today will produce many
future leaders of this Nation, and we
owe them and their families this com-
prehensive readjustment educational
benefit.

I am proud to cosponsor this land-
mark legislation, and I urge my Senate
colleagues to pass it expeditiously. We
must do everything possible to assist
our servicemembers, and their fami-
lies, in the transition back into civil-
ian life, to provide the tools that allow
them to thrive and prosper in their
postservice lives, and to become the
next generation of leaders that this Na-
tion needs them to be.

I thank Senator WEBB for his dogged
pursuit of this legislation from his very
first days in office. It will help our
servicemembers and their families for
generations to come.

Mr. AKAKA. Mr. President, the jun-
ior Senator from Virginia and I have
worked together closely on his pro-
posal for a new GI bill since he intro-
duced it in January 2007. I was de-
lighted to be able to join him as a co-
sponsor of S. 22. I deeply appreciate his
very strong—and very personal—com-
mitment to it.
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Now it is time to give those young
service members who are stepping for-
ward voluntarily—putting themselves
in harm’s way—an opportunity for
quality educational assistance. We
must make good on our promise of an
education in return for serving honor-
ably in our military. Mr. President, the
time has come for a new GI bill for the
21st century. I believe that it should be
promptly signed into law.

Sadly, despite the fact that it has
passed this body by a veto-proof major-
ity, President Bush, who sent our
troops into war and is again requesting
billions of dollars to pay for it, has
threatened to veto this measure.

Today, I extend my personal pledge
to Senator WEBB and all who support a
revitalized GI bill. If bill is vetoed and
Congress fails to override the veto, 1
will bring Senator WEBB’s New GI bill
before the Veterans’ Affairs Committee
during our markup next month and
urge that the Committee favorably re-
port it to the Senate. It is time to give
those young service members, stepping
forward voluntarily and putting them-
selves in harm’s way, an opportunity
for quality educational assistance. We
must make good on our promise of an
education in return for serving honor-
ably in our military. I am committed
to seeing this legislation become law.

Mr. COBURN. Mr. President, Medi-
care and Medicaid cost the American
taxpayers a combined $770 billion in
2007; Medicare costing $432 billion and
Medicaid $338 billion. In 2007, the Fed-
eral Government’s share of Medicaid
expenditures was $190 billion and is ex-
pected to be $402 billion by 2017.

Medicare expenditures alone account
for 3.2 percent of GDP. Over the next 75
years these expenditures are expected
to explode to almost 11 percent of GDP.
Every American household’s share of
Medicare’s unfunded obligation is like
a $320,000 I0T.

The Medicaid Program, because of
the promise of a generous Federal
match of State Medicaid dollars, has
given States heavy incentive to in-
crease their State Medicaid spending.
Medicaid spending now accounts for
26.3 percent of state budgets, up from
just 6.7 percent in 1970. In some States,
as much as half of all new revenues will
g0 to Medicaid in the coming years.

We have heard a lot of talk about bi-
partisan commissions on entitlement
reform come out of the Budget Com-
mittee, but the least that we can do is
to stop blatant fraud and abuse in the
mean time. Eliminating waste, fraud,
and abuse is a baby step in addressing
entitlements. The Centers for Medicare
and Medicaid Services, CMS, has
worked over the last 5 or so years to
curb waste, fraud, and abuse. They
have done work on a State-specific
basis and also by promulgating de-
tailed regulations so that States have
the clarity they need. Over the years,
Medicaid has proven to be a program
susceptible to fraud, waste, and abuse.
Many States have pushed the limits of
what should be allowed to maximize
the Federal dollars sent to them.
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The Government Accountability Of-
fice, GAO, put Medicaid on its ‘‘high
risk” report a few years back because
of questionable financing and the lack
of accountability.

According to the Wall Street Jour-
nal:

The GAO and other federal inspectors have
copiously documented these ‘‘creative fi-
nancing schemes’ going back to the Clinton
Administration. New York deposited its pro-
ceeds in a Medicaid account, recycling fed-
eral dollars to decrease its overall contribu-
tion. So did Michigan. States like Wisconsin
and Pennsylvania fattened their political
priorities. Oregon funded K-12 education dur-
ing a budget shortfall.

According to the Wall Street Jour-
nal:

The right word for this is fraud. A corpora-
tion caught in this kind of self-dealing—fak-
ing payments to extract billions, then laun-
dering the money—would be indicted. In
fact, a new industry of contingency-fee con-
sultants has sprung up to help states find
and exploit the ‘“‘ambiguities’” in Medicaid’s
regulatory wasteland. All the feds can do is
notice loopholes when they get too expensive
and close them, whereupon the cycle starts
over. No one really knows how much the
state grifters have already grabbed, though
the Congressional Budget Office estimates
that the Administration remedies would save
$17.8 billion over five years and $42.2 billion
over 10. We realize this is considered a mere
gratuity in Washington, but Medicaid’s
money laundering is further evidence that
Congress isn’t serious about spending dis-
cipline.

Examples of fraud in the Medicaid
Program are plentiful. One dentist
billed medicaid 991 procedures in a sin-
gle day. According to the New York
Times, a former State investigator of
Medicaid abuse estimated that as much
as 40 percent $18 billion of New York’s
Medicaid budget was inappropriate.
New York spent $300 million of its Med-
icaid money on transportation.

In 2005, Congressional testimony
showed that 34 States hired contin-
gency-fee consultants to game Federal
Medicaid payments.

Medicaid regulations by CMS are ef-
forts to provide clear guidance in crit-
ical areas where there have been well-
documented problems and result from
years of work on the part of CMS and
myriad reports by the GAO and the Of-
fice of the Inspector General, OIG, at
the Department of Health and Human
Services, HHS.

When CMS doesn’t know how a State
is billing for a service and States don’t
have clear guidance for how they
should, neither Medicaid beneficiaries
nor the taxpayers are well served. The
Medicaid regulations fix that problem.

According to the Congressional Budg-
et Office, CBO, the regulations would
save the Medicaid Program $17.8 billion
over 5 years and $42.2 billion over 10
years by eliminating wasteful and
fraudulent Federal payments to the
program.

The Federal Government will spend
$1.2 trillion over the next 5 years on
Medicaid, so the regulations save only
about 1 percent of Federal spending on
Medicaid. If Congress is afraid of tak-
ing on these very modest changes to
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Medicaid, does it really have the will
to take on the special interests that is
necessary to truly address entitlement
reform?

The very purpose of these regulations
is to build accountability into the Med-
icaid Program that is long overdue.
The proposed delay is a budgetary gim-
mick to avoid paying for the real costs
of delaying the Medicaid regulations.

CBO estimates that delaying the
rules until April 1, 2009 would cost $1.65
billion. However, if the rules were
withdrawn or permanently delayed—as
it is likely they would be under the
next administration—the CBO esti-
mates a b-year year cost of $17.8 billion
and a 10-year cost of $42.2 billion. Even
if the regulations should be delayed, a
war supplemental is the wrong place to
include Medicaid policy changes. The
war supplemental is given expedited
consideration procedures because fund-
ing our troops is an urgent matter. The
Medicaid regulations have been consid-
ered for years, and Congress has al-
ready put one 6-month delay on them.
This isn’t a new or urgent issue that
justifies inclusion in a war supple-
mental.

If ensuring that America’s safety net
programs are adequately funded is such
an important issue, it deserves the full
debate and consideration of the Senate.
Burying a flat-out moratorium of Med-
icaid regulations on a war supple-
mental appropriations bill isn’t being
honest with the American people. Con-
gressional leaders put a moratorium on
the Medicaid regulations last year and
are poised to do so again. If Congress
truly opposes the regulations, then it
should repeal them instead of pre-
tending to ‘‘study them” a little
longer. However, Congress is avoiding
that kind of honesty because it will
cost ten times the amount of a morato-
rium.

Instead of blaming the Bush adminis-
tration, Congress needs to decide for
itself how it will address waste, fraud,
and abuse in the Medicaid Program.
The Bush Administration has taken its
turn and taken a stand to protect the
integrity of one of our largest entitle-
ment programs. Now it is Congress’s
turn.

This is no longer about the Bush ad-
ministration. This is now about Con-
gress. Congress needs to decide whether
or not it will ignore years of GAO and
HHS OIG reports. Congress needs to de-
cide whether it will listen to their
State Medicaid directors and Gov-
ernors or whether it will safeguard tax-
payer dollars.

States have had their turn and dem-
onstrated that they will take advan-
tage of loopholes, ambiguities, and
lack of clarity. Congress is the one ul-
timately responsible for these pro-
grams. Congress is elected to set policy
and fund priorities.

By imposing another moratorium,
Congress is failing to live up to its re-
sponsibilities. Congress is running
away from them. Congress has closed
its eyes and ears to the abuses that
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have been going on. By stopping the
regulations from going into effect,
Congress is simply giving more sugar
to a diabetic. It may feel good for a
moment, but it is not good in the long
run. Congress doesn’t really need an-
other year to deal with these issues.
These abuses have been going on for a
long time. The GAO and the OIG have
been issuing audits and reports on the
abuses for years.

Problems with the regulations them-
selves warrant a conversation not a
moratorium. There have been very few
substantive policy disagreements with
the administration’s regulations. The
Finance Committee hasn’t engaged the
administration on specific problems
with the regulations. There have been
no hearings over the last 6-month
delay. The only ‘‘hearing’ that has oc-
curred is the parade of Governors and
providers pleading to not turn off the
funding.

The rule to impose a cost limit on
government providers—CMS-2258—is
commonsense and good government.
The cost rule saves $9 billion over five
years and $22 billion over 10 years by
ending creative State financing
schemes. First, it requires that pro-
viders, like hospitals and nursing
homes and physicians, receive and re-
tain the total computable amount of
their Medicaid payments for the serv-
ices they provided. Why would Con-
gress object to that? It seems simple
that if you provided a service, you
should get to keep the money.

During the 1990s, States figured out
creative ways to pass off their obliga-
tions to providers. That was wrong and
unfair. Each time Congress stopped one
financing practice, a new financing
scheme popped up.

In 1991, Congress cracked down on
loopholes in provider taxes. States
opened up new loopholes. In 1997, Con-
gress cracked down on abuses in the
disproportionate share hospital, DSH,
payments program. In 2000, it tried to
stop the abuses in upper payment lim-
its, though it failed to close them com-
pletely.

In 2003, the Bush administration put
new emphasis on ending these schemes
through the State plan amendment re-
view process. This strategy proved to
be effective and many States ended
their ‘‘recycling’” arrangements. But
some States complained to Congress.

In July 2004, Senator BAUCUS wrote
the Administrator of CMS:

As you know, and as I indicated to you in
those conversations, I feel strongly that any
new CMS policy on intergovernmental trans-
fers (IGTs) must be implemented in a man-
ner that is transparent, that is applied
equally to all states, and that responsibly
takes into account the potentially serious fi-
nancial consequences of eliminating a source
of state funding on which some states have a
longstanding reliance. Based on my under-
standing of current law and practice, with
respect to IGTs, and on my interest in pro-
moting public confidence in government de-
cision-making judgment that a rulemaking
or legislative process is warranted in these
circumstances. Accordingly, I urge you to
develop rules or a legislative proposal as
soon as possible on this issue.
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The current chairman of the Finance
Committee requested Medicaid regula-
tions nearly 4 years ago. The adminis-
tration has responded to that request
by promulgating regulations. As soon
as the regulations left the desk of the
CMS Administrator, Congress blocked
them from going into effect LAST
year. What has Congress done since
then in the way of hearings or con-
versations with CMS? Nothing. What is
Congress doing now? Trying to delay
them again.

Chairman BAUCUS is right about
treating States equally; Congress needs
to let CMS do so. It is ironic that hos-
pitals are telling Members to stop the
Medicaid rules. The policy of the cost
rule is that providers should get to
keep the full amount of Medicaid reim-
bursement paid for the services they
deliver. Why should hospitals or other
types of providers be forced to send
part of their payment for services back
to the State or local government? It is
not their responsibility to fund the
State’s share of the cost of Medicaid.
That is the responsibility of the State
and local governments.

Another major part of the cost rule
seeks to limit government providers to
cost. This has been a recommendation
of GAO dating back to 1994. Under this
provision, government providers would
receive 100 percent of their costs for de-
livering services to a Medicaid recipi-
ent. But they would be limited to cost,
they simply could not charge a ‘‘prof-
it”’ to the Federal taxpayers.

A government entity shouldn’t bill
the taxpayer for more than the cost of
delivering a service. That is nothing
more than Medicaid subsidizing non-
Medicaid activities. If State and local
officials decide not to fund a program,
that doesn’t mean the Federal tax-
payer should pick up the tab.

Congress may have heard pressure
from their States about how the cost
rule will ‘‘shred the safety net.” If Con-
gress really cared about hospitals,
shouldn’t Congress be supporting the
policy that they get paid in full? When
this type of policy was put in place in
California, revenues to hospitals in-
creased by 12 percent.

If Congress really cared about pro-
viders, there are other tax-relief poli-
cies that would be helpful to them.
Provider taxes on hospitals, nursing
homes, and others totaled $12 billion in
2007.

The estimated savings for the cost
rule for 2008 and part of 2009 is about
$770 million. If you accept the argu-
ment that all providers in the entire
country will ‘“‘lose’ $770 million if the
cost rule goes into effect, consider that
the hospitals in New York alone paid $2
billion in provider taxes. The hospitals
in Illinois paid $747 million in provider
taxes. If Congress really cared about
them, what about a little tax relief in-
stead?

The real story is that States are
using creative ‘‘provider taxes’’ to fore-
g0 paying their share of the Medicaid
Program. A few years back, Congress
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gave a special deal to Illinois sup-
posedly to support the Cook County
Hospital system worth about $350 mil-
lion per year. The hospital is forfeiting
more than $300 million in order to gen-
erate supplemental payments back to
the State for this.

If you add provider taxes and what
Cook County Hospital is forfeiting, it
totals a billion dollars per year impact
on Hospitals in Illinois. Instead of ad-
dressing that blatant example of tax-
payer money abuse, these rules are an
easier target.

Senator BAUcCUS is right that the
States should be treated equally. The
Senate should instruct the Finance
Committee to identify all of the special
treatment situations and report legis-
lation to get rid of them.

The school-based administrative
costs and transportation rule—CMS-
2287—ensures that Medicaid money
goes for medical care—not school
buses. First, those individuals and
groups who have been scaring parents
of a child with a disability that this
rule will end their child’s treatment
need to hear the truth about what this
rule does. Schools are required to pro-
vide such services and if a child is on
Medicaid, Medicaid will continue to
pay for medically necessary services.
This rule ensures that Medicaid pays
only for medical and medically nec-
essary services. Medicaid administra-
tive claiming among schools varies
widely among States. There are many
States that do not bill Medicaid for ad-
ministrative activities at all. Much of
the funding is concentrated in a small
group of States.

Abuses in administrative claiming
have been well documented. Comments
on the rule confirm that schools are
simply using Medicaid as a source of
revenue to support activities that are
related to education, not health care.

Medicaid reimbursement has been
used for a wide variety of unrelated
purposes such as instructional mate-
rials and equipment or to fund staff po-
sitions. Schools use funds to attend
workshops and purchase educational
technology and materials, even to sup-
port after school activities, arts and
music programs.

There is no problem with those types
of programs, but there is a problem
when Medicaid is paying for them. If
citizens at the local level decline to
raise their property taxes for edu-
cation, that doesn’t mean that Federal
taxpayers should have to pick up the
tab. If State legislators increase fund-
ing for transportation rather than edu-
cation, Medicaid shouldn’t be the
means of easing the impact of their de-
cision.

Allowing schools access to open-
ended funding of Medicaid with vir-
tually no accountability will erode the
decision making process of every
school board, State legislature as well
as the Federal Government.

Another rule—(CMS-2279) would stop
the use of Medicaid dollars—intended
for low-income people—going to fund
training for doctors.
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There is no question that training
the next generation of physicians in
this country is important. However, it
should be paid for out in the open.
There needs to be accountability as to
where the dollars go and for whom they
are used.

Under Medicaid’s graduate medical
education, GME, funding, there is no
obligation on the part of physicians
who are trained with Medicaid dollars
to serve Medicaid patients once the
physicians graduate. In contrast both
the military and the public health
service corps require time commit-
ments as repayments for help with
medical school.

There is no authority in the Medicaid
statute to pay for GME. It is not there.
Congress and CMS don’t even know the
exact fiscal impact of this rule because
states are not required to report ex-
penditures as GME.

If Congress wants to fund a training
program for doctors serving poor peo-
ple, it should be done out in the open
with real program accountability.

I understand concerns that CMS
shouldn’t just abruptly end the Med-
icaid GME program without a transi-
tion plan in place, but at the same
time the Administration is right in
questioning how this money is spent. If
we are going to fund residency train-
ing, we should do it right and out in
the open.

The Targeted Case Management—
CMS-2237T—rule targets scarce Medicaid
dollars. In the Deficit Reduction Act of
2005, Congress appropriately acted to
end state abuses. The rule promulgated
by CMS is designed to be person-cen-
tered, comprehensive, and demand ac-
countability.

CMS has been accused of overstep-
ping its authority because it is apply-
ing the criteria across the board how-
ever case management is delivered. In
other words, states cannot get around
the rules by hiding under administra-
tive claiming rather than actual serv-
ices. And that applies to home and
community based service waivers as
well as State plan amendments. So the
complaint is really this—CMS did not
leave any loopholes open.

There are generally three provisions
that have drawn the most complaints
about this rule. First, there is a com-
plaint about charging Medicaid only
for a single case manager. The message
of this requirement is simple and sen-
sible—if you are the case manager for a
person with mental illness, you should
be capable and qualified to deal with
all sorts of issues like housing and em-
ployment as well as health care needs.
Why should Medicaid pay for four or
five different case managers? Case
management by qualified professionals
should lead to better outcomes for the
individual and lower costs in the long
run. If one case manager is too few,
then let the Finance Committee figure
out if it should be two or three or four.
We don’t need a l-year moratorium to
figure that out. This provision does not
take effect for another year—without
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the moratorium—so there is no imme-
diate impact on states. They have plen-
ty of time to come into compliance.

The second complaint is based on an-
other accountability provision—billing
in 15-minute increments. This will help
ensure that rates are appropriately set
and that there is an audit trail. If 15
minutes isn’t appropriate, then we can
change the time allotment. We don’t
need an all-out moratorium on the rule
to figure that out.

The third common complaint is
about limiting the period of time for
which case managers can bill for
transitioning an individual from an in-
stitution into the community. The rule
provides that the transition period is
the last 60 days of an institutional stay
that is 180 days or longer. If 60 days is
too short, then let us have the Finance
Committee tell us what the right num-
ber is.

The targeted case management rule
was published December 4, 2007, nearly
6 months ago. That certainly is plenty
of time for the committee to tell us
how these three policies in this rule
should be different. Delaying and de-
laying through a series of moratoriums
only succeeds in throwing taxpayer
dollars out the window.

This rule is intended to fix another
example of how States had incentives
to transfer their obligations to the
Medicaid Program’s funding stream.
States used Medicaid case management
to fund their foster care systems, juve-
nile justice programs, and adult protec-
tive services.

The State of Washington had used
Medicaid to fund non-Medicaid activi-
ties. The State legislature has now
done the right thing and appropriated
$17 million to replace the reduced Med-
icaid funding after the TCM regulation
was published. If the State legislators
in Washington can live up to their obli-
gations, why should we not expect that
of the other States?

Medicaid has become well known as
the budget filler for States. If funding
was short, find someway to call it Med-
icaid and State costs will be cut at
least in half.

This is a dangerous path. If Medicaid
keeps picking up the tab for schools or
foster care or the correctional system,
then we are simply inviting even larger
raids on the Federal Treasury in the
future.

A provision that will prevent health
coverage for low-income children
doesn’t belong in a bill to provide fund-
ing for American troops. Hidden in a
bill intended to provide funding for our
troops at war is an unrelated provision
that would have the effect of denying
health care to low-income children.
The provision would impose a morato-
rium on a CMS directive which re-
quires that States cover low- income
children before expanding their State
Children’s Health Insurance Programs
SCHIP to higher income levels. This
commonsense initiative, implemented
in an August 17 letter from CMS to
State health officials, ensures that
children’s health resources are tar-
geted towards those children and fami-
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lies who need help the most. The result
of the moratorium will be that States
will be able to ignore the needs of low-
income children and instead direct re-
sources to families with higher in-
comes who are more likely to have ex-

isting health insurance coverage.

SCHIP should focus on low-income
children first. SCHIP was designed to
cover low-income children between 100—
200 percent FPL. Even though studies
have shown that a significant number
of children below these income levels
remain uninsured, States have tried to
expand coverage to higher income lev-
els without first taking steps to make
sure that they have covered as many
low-income children as possible. Health
coverage of low-income children must
remain the number one goal of SCHIP.

The CMS August 17 letter imple-
mented reasonable steps to ensure that
States focus on low-income children
before expanding their program. The
letter explains the steps that States
must take to ensure that their SCHIP
programs cover low-income children
before expanding to higher income lev-
els. The letter only applies to those
States that wish to expand their
SCHIP programs above 250 percent of
the federal poverty level (FPL). CBO
reported that fewer than 20 states offer
coverage above this income threshold.
Additional, on May 7 CMS issued a let-
ter clarifying the August 17 letter and
specifying that current enrollees would
not be impacted and that the agency
would work with States to show they
are meeting the requirements.

CBO showed that covering families at
higher income levels is an inefficient
use of taxpayer dollars. The CBO has
repeatedly stated its views that ex-
panding SCHIP to families at higher
income levels will result in a ‘‘crowd-
out” rate of up to 50 percent. That is,
for every 100 children who gain cov-
erage as a result of SCHIP, there is a
corresponding reduction in private cov-
erage of up to 50 children. The CBO es-
timates that 77 percent of children liv-
ing in families with incomes between
200 and 300 percent of the FPL have pri-
vate coverage, as do 89 percent of chil-
dren in families with incomes between
300 and 400 percent of FPL.

It is wrong to take away seniors’
choices in hospitals, and it is wrong to
do that on a war supplemental so it
can’t be debated out in the open. Amer-
icans enjoy the highest per capita GDP
among large nations mainly because
we have the highest rate of produc-
tivity gains. The hospital sector sorely
needs productivity-enhancing innova-
tions like specialty hospitals.

U.S. health care costs are the world’s
highest at 16 percent of GDP, creating
major problems for Americans and
their employers. For example, General
Motors’ financial woes are exacerbated
by $1,600 of health care costs per car,
which exceeds their cost of steel.

Hospitals are the largest component
of our health care costs, accounting for
over one-third of our $2.2 trillion
health care system. They are also the
major reason for the growth in costs.
According to a recent article in Forbes
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Magazine, 1 in 200 patients who spend a
night or more in a hospital will die
from medical error. The same article
continues:

1 in 16 will pick up an infection. Deaths
from preventable hospital infections each
year exceed 100,000, more than those from
AIDS, breast cancer and auto accidents com-
bined.

Specialty hospitals have consistently
offered high-quality health care with
high-quality outcomes. Risk-adjusted
30-day mortality rates were signifi-
cantly lower for specialty hospitals
than for community hospitals, accord-
ing to a 2006 Health Affairs article.

There are 200 specialty hospitals in
the U.S. out of the 6,000 hospitals over-
all, often delivering better, safer serv-
ices at lower costs.

According to a recent University of
Iowa study, Medicare patients who re-
ceive hip or knee replacement at spe-
cialty orthopedic hospitals have a 40
percent lower risk of complications
after surgery—(bleeding, infections, or
death) compared to Medicare patients
at general hospitals. A 2006 study fund-
ed by Medicare found that patients of
all types are four times as likely to die
in a full-service hospital after ortho-
pedic surgery as they would after the
same procedure in a specialty hospital.

McBride Clinic in Oklahoma City is
Oklahoma’s best hospital for overall
orthopedic services, according to the
Tenth Annual HealthGrades Hospital
Quality in America Study released last
month. McBride has 5-star ratings in
joint replacement, total knee replace-
ment, hip fracture repair, spine sur-
gery, and back and neck surgery. The
hospital received HealthGrades’ 2008
Orthopedic Surgery Excellence Award,
and is the only Oklahoma hospital
among the top five percent in the Na-
tion for overall orthopedic services.

When it comes to specialization, the
question is not whether to specialize,
but rather how to do it. Everyone
agrees that the health care system
should provide focused, integrated
care—especially for the victims of
chronic diseases and disability who ac-
count for 80 percent of costs. For exam-
ple, Duke Medical Center tried an inte-
grated, supportive program for conges-
tive heart failure. The approach re-
sulted in better patient outcomes, in-
creased patient compliance with their
doctors’ recommendations, and a 32
percent drop in costs per patient. Hos-
pital admissions and lengths of stay
dropped and visits to cardiologists in-
creased nearly sixfold.

Some contend that physicians who
invest in specialty hospitals have a
conflict of interest that may lead to
overutilization. But a recent study
published in Health Affairs found that
most physicians refer patients to spe-
cialty hospitals for reasons totally un-
related to profits.

The Medicare Payment Advisory
Commission, MedPAC, has also found
no evidence that overall utilization
rates in communities with specialty
hospitals rise more rapidly than the
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utilization rates in other communities.
MedPAC and the Centers for Medicare
and Medicaid Services, CMS, have
found no evidence that physicians who
have an ownership interest in a spe-
cialty hospital inappropriately refer
patients to that hospital or have in-
creased utilization.

The connection between corporate
ownership and performance is a bul-
wark of our economy. Adam Smith ar-
gued in 1776:

The directors of . . . [joint-stock] compa-
nies, . . . being the managers rather of other
people’s money than of their own, it cannot
well be expected, that they should watch
over it with the same anxious vigilance with
which the partners in a private copartnery
frequently watch over their own. Negligence
and profusion, therefore, must always pre-
vail . . .

One CEO of an orthopedic surgery
practice said:

Orthopedists . . . in a hospital . . . work in
the same operating room [as] general sur-
gery and obstetrics. Orthopedics is nuts-and-
bolts equipment intensive. It drives them
crazy to have a staff that’s not familiar with
a tray of multi-size screws and nuts and
bolts.

Some object to specialty hospitals by
arguing that they only select the most
profitable cases in their area and leave
the other hospitals with less profitable
services—burn units, trauma centers,
et cetera. MedPAC has recommended
changing the payments for all acute
care hospitals to reduce the incentives
in the overall inpatient payment sys-
tem that some believe fueled the
growth of specialty hospitals. Based on
those MedPAC recommendations, CMS
has just implemented major In-patient
Prospective Payment System reforms.

There is also an abundance of evi-
dence that community hospitals are
making record profits. A recent news
article reported:

Profits for U.S. general acute-care hos-
pitals hit a record high of $35.2 billion in
2006—a one-year jump of more than 20%—on
net revenue of $587.1 billion for a margin of
6%.

We should resist efforts to bind our
health care system in regulatory
straightjackets. Both the hospitals’
and economy’s problems could be
solved if we allow the market, rather
than insurance bureaucrats, to set
prices.

If the Members of the Senate really
believe that specialty hospitals are
harmful, then there shouldn’t be ear-
marks protecting the specialty hos-
pitals in home States of certain mem-
bers of the Appropriations Committee.

According to a recent Congressional
Quarterly, CQ, article, during the com-
mittee process, four Democrats on the
Senate Appropriations Committee
made language changes to the under-
lying ban on new growth of physician-
owned hospitals that happen to protect
the specialty hospitals that are located
in their home States.

According to CQ:

A spokesman for [one Appropriations Mem-
ber] confirmed that [that Member] had
sought the changes, to protect a physician-
owned hospital in [their state]: Wenatchee
Valley Medical Center. A loosening of the
grandfather clause will allow the
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Wenatchee’s physician-owners to maintain
their 100 percent stake in the hospital, as op-
posed to being forced to sell part of it.

According to CQ, spokesmen for [two
other Appropriations members] con-
firmed their Senators’ roles in getting
the language changes.

One Senator’s spokesman claimed:

We were concerned that forced divestiture
would cripple the marketplace.

In Michigan, the home State of an-
other appropriator, physician-owned
Aurora BayCare Medical Center would
benefit from the looser rules passed by

the Appropriations Committee.
If Congress really believes specialty

hospitals are harmful, why are they
not harmful in the home States of four
appropriators?

The Congressional Budget Office
needs to get its story straight on the
budgetary impact of killing specialty
hospitals.

Congress has heard from the hospital
association groups about the potential
cost savings from eliminating the po-
tential for new specialty hospitals.
That argument is untenable when the
Congressional Budget Office can’t even
get their story right on the budget im-
pact. If 3 years ago, eliminating spe-
cialty hospitals barely saved anything
how can it save billions of dollars
today?

During the drafting of the Deficit Re-
duction Act of 2005, the Senate rec-
onciliation bill contained a similar
provision to curtail specialty hospitals.
At that time, the Congressional Budget
Office, CBO, projected less than mini-
mal savings to the Medicare Program

resulting from that provision.
Subsequently, CBO scored a similar

provision in the Children’s Health and
Medicare Protection Act of 2007. This
time they changed their story and pro-
jected Medicare savings of $700 million
over 5 years and $2.9 billion over 10
years, with the bulk of the projected
savings attributed to the assumption
that Medicare spends more for out-
patient services for patients treated in
physician-owned hospitals.

In December of 2007, CBO changed its
story again and attributed the savings
from restricting specialty hospitals to
a presumed shift of services to ambula-
tory surgical centers, admitting that
the use of fewer outpatient services ac-
counts for only a small portion of the

estimated savings.

This bill has troops fighting to keep
birth control prices low for Ivy League
students and profits high for Planned
Parenthood clinics and drug compa-
nies.

Congressional leaders are using the
war supplemental appropriations bill
to expand preferential governmental
drug pricing policies to university
based clinics and more Planned Parent-
hood clinics than currently allowed
under the Medicaid statute and regula-
tions.

To have their products available in
the Medicaid Program, drug manufac-
turers must pay rebates to the Federal
Government and States. The rebates
are calculated as the difference be-
tween the manufacturer’s average price
and the ‘‘best price”’—lowest—at which
their drugs are sold.
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A tiny provision tucked away in a
war supplemental will allow drug man-
ufacturers to avoid counting these
deeply discounted drugs sold to certain
types of clinics when calculating how
much they will owe the Medicaid Pro-
gram in rebates, thereby protecting
their profits. If the provision becomes
law, the clinics could receive cheaper
drugs—like RU-486 and birth control—
from manufacturers which they can
sell to their customers at a higher
price, thereby making a profit.

Manufacturers previously offered
high volume clinics the discounts as a
marketing tool to attract long-term
loyal customers so long as they could
avoid the Medicaid rebate. Taxpayers
were in effect subsidizing these clinics
by forfeiting Medicaid rebates. In the
Deficit Reduction Act of 2005, DRA,
Congress limited the types of health
care clinics that can benefit from this
special arrangement, providing the
preferential treatment only to certain
safety net clinics. Not convinced by ar-
guments that college campus health
clinics are serving ‘‘vulnerable popu-
lations,” the Bush administration re-
fused to add them and additional
Planned Parenthood clinics to the list
of providers designated by Congress.

The Deficit Reduction Act didn’t pre-
vent drug manufacturers from selling
their products at lower acquisition
costs to any health clinic regardless of
the DRA. They would not, however, be
able to avoid counting those discounts
when paying States and the Federal
Government their respective Medicaid
rebates. Auditors in California found
two Planned Parenthoods had over-
billed the Medicaid Program in excess
of $56 million based on the difference be-
tween their customary fees and acqui-
sition costs. This suggests that restor-
ing these subsidies nationwide is likely
worth hundreds of millions of dollars
over just a few years.

The current congressional leader-
ship’s usual approach towards drug
companies is to get higher rebates from
them. However, that’s not the case
when it comes to forfeiting rebates for
the Medicaid Program in order to
make certain frat boys and sorority
sisters get cheap drugs—including
birth control—and the clinics that pro-
vide them get bigger profits.

Instead of debating the merits of
such a policy change in the open, the
leaders in Congress are using funding
for our troops to slip this through.

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President, I
wish to speak in favor of the amend-
ment to the supplemental that focuses
on our domestic priorities, which is the
first amendment we will be voting on
this morning. I encourage my col-
leagues to vote in support of this im-
portant package.

While President Bush is fixated on
trying to get his next check for the
Iraq war, we on the Senate Appropria-
tions Committee under the leadership
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of Chairman BYRD have brought to the
floor important priorities for Ameri-
cans here at home.

As our economy continues to strug-
gle, more and more Americans find
themselves without work and having
trouble paying their bills. In April, the
unemployment rate in New Jersey was
5 percent. That is up from 4.8 percent
in March of this year and 4.3 percent in
April of 2007. Not only are more people
out of work, but they are staying un-
employed for longer periods of time as
they search for new jobs. These unem-
ployed Americans are facing the pros-
pect of losing their homes and fighting
to afford the rising costs of food, gaso-
line, and health care. They need our
help, which is why in this amendment
we extend unemployment benefits by 13
weeks in all States and an additional 13
weeks in States with the highest unem-
ployment rates. This is the right thing
to do, and we must do it now.

This amendment also includes a pro-
vision that I successfully offered in the
Senate Appropriations Committee
markup last week to delay a Bush ad-
ministration policy that threatens the
health care of hundreds of thousands of
children across the country, including
10,000 in New Jersey. Last year, I sup-
ported and the Senate passed, an ex-
pansion of the Children’s Health Insur-
ance Program that would have pro-
vided health insurance for an addi-
tional 4 million children nationwide.
President Bush irresponsibly vetoed
that bill twice—and then made matters
worse by issuing a new policy that will
actually take away health care from
children who have it today. This is not
only misguided—both the Government
Accountability Office and the Congres-
sional Research Service found that it
violated Federal law. During these
tough economic times, the last thing
we should be doing is taking away
health care from our children. My pro-
vision in this amendment would delay
this policy until April 1, 2009.

As our veterans return home from
overseas, we must show our gratitude
for their service by improving edu-
cational benefits to help them afford to
go to college. Our veterans are finding
that the current G.I. bill has simply
not kept up with the rising costs of col-
lege, and they are forced to either fore-
go college entirely or face mounting
debt to get a degree. The amendment
now on the floor includes a provision
based on the Webb-Hagel-Lautenberg-
Warner legislation which closes the gap
between the current G.I. bill and the
costs of college by paying for tuition,
books and housing at the most expen-
sive public institution in the veteran’s
State. This update of the G.I. bill de-
serves our strong support.

The domestic package before us also
includes $10 million to conduct over-
sight of American taxpayer dollars
spent in Afghanistan. Our work in Af-
ghanistan is critical to our national se-
curity and our fight against terrorism.
But right now, we know too little
about how billions of U.S. dollars in re-
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construction and assistance funding
are spent in Afghanistan and whether
there is any waste, fraud, and abuse of
these funds. In January of this year,
President Bush signed into law my leg-
islation to establish a Special Inspec-
tor General for Afghanistan Recon-
struction, SIGAR, to root out waste,
fraud, and abuse of taxpayer money in
Afghanistan. The SIGAR funding we
would provide today would bring us one
step closer to better oversight and ac-
countability, and to the beginning of
SIGAR’s work to uncover information
about any corruption and mismanage-
ment of U.S. assistance to Afghanistan.

Finally, we must help our States and
local communities recover from and
prepare for natural disasters, including
floods. This amendment includes more
than $8 billion for the Army Corps of
Engineers to address the damage
caused by Hurricanes Katrina and Rita
and other recent natural disasters. We
have had our eyes opened to the mas-
sive devastation that can occur when
we neglect our Nation’s flood control
infrastructure. In addition to gulf
coast recovery, I am pleased that this
amendment will also provide funding
for emergency infrastructure needs in
other areas, including my home State
of New Jersey.

The Senate has an opportunity with
this vote to honor our responsibility to
our returning veterans and all those
who are struggling in our country
today. I implore my colleagues on the
other side of the aisle to join us in sup-
porting this critical amendment.

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, I rise
today to address the impasse—the com-
pletely avoidable impasse—that we
face with regard to the Emergency
Supplemental Appropriations bill,
which, if I'm not mistaken, is intended
to provide much-needed funds and re-
sources for our troops serving in Iraq
and Afghanistan. You’ll have to pardon
my confusion because, looking over the
substance of the bill in front of us, it is
difficult to determine exactly what
purpose it is meant to serve.

There has been in this and in vir-
tually every recent election year a sen-
sitivity among those on the other side
of the aisle whenever anyone questions
their support for our Nation’s military
and their commitment to national se-
curity. Indeed, it seems that any time
these issues are mentioned, whether it
is by the President, those of us in Con-
gress, or by candidates running for of-
fice, Republicans are accused of ‘‘ques-
tioning their patriotism’ or engaging
in the ‘“‘politics of fear.”

Certainly, I don’t believe that we
should question the patriotism of those
in the Senate majority. I believe that
every one of them loves their country
and that there is no one in this cham-
ber who does not honor and respect our
nation’s military. However, while the
majority’s patriotism should not be
subject to question, their judgment on
these issues is fair game.

Frankly, after the recent FISA deba-
cle and now the absurd course being
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taken on this emergency supplemental,
I believe that the Democrats in Con-
gress have given all of us reason to
question their judgment.

As I stated, the purpose of this bill is
to provide much-needed funding for our
troops in harms way. However, it ap-
pears that the Democrats see this—not
as an opportunity to support our mili-
tary, but as a vehicle for unrelated,
nonemergency funding for a number of
their pet programs. In this time when
the American people are clamoring for
more fiscal discipline in Congress, the
majority has decided to tack onto a
war supplemental billions of dollars in
domestic spending, none of which was
requested by the President and all of
which is unrelated to supporting the
troops.

For example, the bill includes $1.2
billion for a science initiative, $1 bil-
lion for government-funded energy as-
sistance, nearly half a billion each for
transportation projects and wildfires,
and $200 million for the U.S. census—an
event that has taken place every 10
years since 1790. They have also added
more than $60 billion in mandatory
spending relating to unemployment in-
surance extensions—in a time of very
low unemployment, no less—and vet-
erans education benefits.

Now, I am sure that many of these
are worthwhile endeavors deserving of
the Senate’s time and attention. How-
ever, they can and should all be de-
bated separately and should not be tied
to funding for the troops.

Given these efforts to add such a
large number of unrelated and non-
emergency provisions, is it really un-
reasonable for the American people to
conclude that supporting the troops is
not the majority’s highest priority?

Certainly, they’ll want all of us to
believe otherwise. In fact, I am fairly
sure that there is a Democrat some-
where watching me give this speech
preparing a response that accuses me
of practicing the ‘‘politics of fear.”

But when Members of the Senate ma-
jority flatly refuse to provide resources
for the troops without unrelated spend-
ing, what other conclusion is there for
the rest of us to draw?

It gets worse. I wish that the added
funding was the worst thing about this
bill. Unfortunately, it is the least of
our worries.

In addition to the nonemergency
spending, the Democrats have once
again attempted to use a bill that
funds our troops as an opportunity to
play armchair quarterback with the
conduct of the war.

The majority knows that the inclu-
sion of this provision guarantees that
the President will veto the bill. One
also has to assume that they know that
they do not have the votes to override
such a veto. Yet, once again, we are
about to send to the President a bill
that conditions our support for the
troops on his agreement to supplant
the judgment of his military com-
manders with the political whims of
the Senate majority.
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This comes at a time when even the
most strident opponents of the war
have begun to acknowledge our mili-
tary’s successes on the ground in Iraq.
Even worse, it comes at a time when
our men and women in uniform are in
desperate need of additional funding.

As we have heard, on May 5, Admiral
Michael Mullen, Chairman of the Joint
Chiefs of Staff, indicated that it was
essential that funds be approved before
the Memorial Day recess, which begins
in less than 2 days. In his words, the
military will ‘“‘stop paying soldiers on
June 15 > meaning that they have ‘‘pre-
cious little flexibility’ with respect to
the funds.

The majority leader, in his own
words, believes that not finishing the
bill before the recess is ‘‘no big deal.”
Indeed, he admits that sending the bill
in its current form to the President
guarantees that we will go to recess
without having funded the troops. In-
stead of heeding the warnings of our
military leaders, the majority would
apparently rather subject emergency
military funds to yet another partisan
debate and even more election-year po-
litical wrangling.

I understand that many in the major-
ity have come to oppose this war. I, for
one, do not oppose an honest, straight-
forward debate about our policies in
Iraq and the war on terror. However,
that is simply not what is going on
here today. This is not a serious debate
about our future in Iraq; it is a need-
less political maneuver aimed at ap-
peasing the more radical elements of
the Democrats’ political base.

Once again, I can’t help but wonder
about the majority party’s priorities
when its members purposefully and
dangerously delay funding for our
troops in order to make a political
statement. As I stated, I will not ques-
tion their patriotism, but I will con-
tinue to question their judgment.
Given what has been displayed here, I
believe the American people will as

well.
Mr. CARPER. Mr. President, I have
come to the floor to speak about Sen-
ator WEBB and Senator HAGEL’S new GI
bill.

Mr. President, one of the smartest
things Congress has ever done is pass
the GI bill for World War II veterans.

Several of the Members of the Sen-
ate—including me—would not be here
if it were not for the GI bill.

I went to the Ohio State University
on a Navy ROTC scholarship, and when
I got out, I went to graduate school at
the University of Delaware on the GI
bill.

As you know, the authors of this new
veterans benefit proposal and two of
my fellow Vietnam veterans—Senators
WEBB and HAGEL—were also able to use
the GI bill to help transition back into
society after fighting in the jungles of
Vietnam.

I share their belief that we need to

reexamine the current GI bill with an
eye toward Iraq and Afghanistan vet-

erans.
To that end, Senators WEBB and

HAGEL have worked tirelessly to try to
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provide the men and women of the
Armed Forces who have served since
9/11 with the education benefits they
deserve.

These two Senators have created a
bill that represents the best hope of in-
creasing veterans’ education benefits.
They should be commended for their
hard work and their commitment to
our troops.

Let me be clear: I support their pro-
posal, and I would be proud to pass an
emergency supplemental with this pro-
posal included.

However, how we pass this bill will be
very important.

This emergency supplemental pro-
vides these veterans education benefits
at about $50 billion over the next 10

years.
Like the rest of this bill, there is no

offset and no way to pay for these ben-
efits.

Our colleagues in the House, how-
ever, did something quite different and,
in my view, a lot better.

When the House passed this same
veterans education benefit, they also
included a way to pay for it.

They created a nominal tax increase
of .47 percent on individuals making
over $500,000 or couples making over $1
million.

By offsetting this increase in vet-
erans’ benefits, the House sent a clear
message to the country and to the
troops. That message was that we will
honor the members of the Armed
Forces by giving them the benefits
they rightfully earned, but we are
going to do this in a fiscally respon-
sible way; we are not going to do this
by going deeper into the red; we will
exercise a little discipline; we will
tighten our belts; and we are going
meet our troops’ sacrifice with a sac-
rifice of our own.

In this time of war and economic
hardship, I believe the Senate needs to
send a similar message to our troops:
We will sacrifice here at home to give
you what you deserve, because you sac-
rificed abroad to protect the United
States.

That is why I have offered an amend-
ment to this bill that provides the
same offset as the House bill.

In order to pay for the new GI bill,
my amendment calls for a small sac-
rifice: a nominal tax increase—less
than one-half of 1 percent—on individ-
uals making over $500,000 or couples
making over $1 million.

One of the principles that I have al-
ways tried to follow is, if it is worth
doing, it is paying for.

I doubt any of my colleagues would
argue that providing veterans with a
new GI bill is not worth doing. So then,
I ask my colleagues, why is trying to
pay for this benefit not worth doing?

I realize my amendment is not the
most popular idea. We in the Senate
like to talk a good game about the
need to rein in Government spending,
reduce the deficit, and to adhere to
pay-as-you-go principles. But we are
not so good at walking the walk.

I also know that several of my col-
leagues have argued that when this bill
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passes, we will have spent nearly $600
billion in Iraq and none of that has
been paid for. Why shouldn’t we, then,
try to find an offset for $560 billion in
education benefits for our veterans?

I understand that sentiment. I am a
veteran. I benefited from the GI pro-
gram. And I, too, am not happy about
our situation in Iraq.

I have complained for years that our
spending in Iraq lacks accountability
and that we have done little to nothing
to make Iraq pay its fair share.

Again, I want to unequivocally state
that I will vote to pass this new GI
bill—offset or not—because our troops
deserve this benefit.

However, I just feel strongly that be-
fore we pass a new entitlement, we
should at least make an attempt to pay
for it, that we in the Senate should be
willing, as the House has done, to put
our money where our mouth is, to step
up to the plate, and say this is worth
doing and it is worth paying for.

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, we are in
the sixth year of the war in Iraq, and
the costs to our troops, our security,
and our country rise by the day. With
the current course still not working, I
have no choice but to vote against
amendments 4817 and 4818 to the Mili-
tary Construction and Veterans Affairs
and Related Agencies Appropriations
Act of 2008. It is clear that these meas-
ures continue to give President Bush a
blank check to continue his chosen pol-
icy, despite the constant warnings of
military experts who tell us that there
is no military solution to Iraq’s civil
war and that political compromise in
Iraq will not occur absent meaningful
deadlines for the transition of our mis-
sion and the redeployment of U.S.
troops.

I believe this was an occasion where
Congress had the responsibility to
force the President to change a policy
that is broken. Not to caution, warn, or
cajole—not to give a blank check and
hope for the best—but to force a
change in a policy that is making us
weaker, not stronger.

Make no mistake—on the core issue
of changing our deployment in Iraq,
these amendments are deficient, and
that is why I must oppose them. How-
ever, they contain provisions many of
us have supported time and again.

Particularly, the first amendment
has many important provisions that I
support, including mandating dwell
time between deployments for our
troops, a prohibition on permanent
bases in Iraq, and the requirement that
any long-term security agreements
with Iraq be subject to approval by the
Senate. But because the language with
respect to Irag—setting a nonbinding
goal of completing the transition of the
mission by June of 2009—is not strong
enough, I cannot support the amend-
ment.

I also oppose the second amendment,
which provides billions and billions
more in funding for the war without
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any policy corrections at all. This is
tantamount to giving the President an-
other blank check to continue with an
Iraq war policy that I strongly believe
is making America less safe. There is
no requirement to transition the mis-
sion and no deadline to leverage polit-
ical progress. And there is no relief for
a military stretched to the breaking
point. That approach will not resolve
the sectarian divisions that have fed
this civil war, it will not bring long-
term stability to Iraq, and it will not
protect our national security interests
around the world.

All of us—and I would underscore, all
of us—are incredibly grateful for the
remarkable sacrifices our troops have
made in Iraq. They have done whatever
we have asked of them, and they have
served brilliantly. The question before
us now is whether we have a strategy
that is worthy of their sacrifice.

We can all agree that there is no
purely military solution to the prob-
lems in Iraq. All of our military com-
manders, including General Petraeus,
as well as Secretary Gates and Sec-
retary Rice, have told us as much. And
when the President announced his es-
calation to the American public last
January, he said the purpose was to
create ‘‘breathing room’ for national
reconciliation to move forward.

Over a year later, it is clear that this
escalation did not accomplish its pri-
mary goal of fostering sustainable po-
litical progress. General Petraeus him-
self recently said that ‘‘no one’ in the
U.S. or Iraqi Governments ‘‘feels that
there has been sufficient progress by
any means in the area of national rec-
onciliation.”

I don’t believe that it is too much to
ask of Iraqgis to make tough com-
promises when over 4,000 of our troops
have given their lives to provide them
that opportunity. In fact, I think the
only strategy that honors the tremen-
dous sacrifice of our troops is one that
pushes the Iraqis to solve their own
problems. And by General Petraeus’s
own account, the current strategy is
not accomplishing that.

By my count, we are now entering
the fifth war in Iraq. The first was
against Saddam Hussein and his sup-
posed weapons of mass destruction.
Then came the insurgency that DICK
CHENEY told us nearly 2 years ago was
in its last throes. There was the fight
against al-Qaida terrorists whom, the
administration said, it was better to
fight over there than here. There was a
Sunni-Shia civil war that exploded
after the Samara mosque bombing. As
we saw in Basra, there may be a nas-
cent intra-Shia civil war in southern
Iraq. And nobody should be surprised if
we see a sixth war between Iraqi Kurds
and Arabs over Kirkuk.

We are also on at least our fifth
“strategy’ for Iraq. First there was
‘““Shock and Awe,” which was supposed
to begin a peaceful transition to de-
mocracy in Iraq. Then there were
““search and destroy’’ missions de-
signed to fight the growing insurgency.
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There was the era of ‘“As they stand up,
we’ll  stand down,” focused on
transitioning responsibility to Iraqi se-
curity forces. That was followed by the
‘““National Strategy for Victory’” and
the introduction of the ‘‘Clear, Hold
and Build” approach. And last year, we
had the ‘“New Way Forward,” with the
troop escalation that was supposed to
provide breathing room for the Iraqis
to make political progress.

What we have never had is a strategy
that brought about genuine political
reconciliation or that made Iraqis
stand up for Iraqg or that allowed us to
meet our strategic objectives and bring
our troops home. What we have never
seen is an exit strategy.

In fact, at the beginning of the war in
2003, we had about 150,000 U.S. troops in
Iraq. Today, there are still about
150,000 U.S. troops on the ground. After
more than 5 years, after more than
4,000 U.S. lives lost, after more than
$500 billion dollars spent, we are basi-
cally right back where we started
from—with no end in sight.

And we know that after the esca-
lation ends in July the plan is to keep
some 140,000 troops in Iraq—slightly
more than the levels of early 2007,
when the violence was out of control
and political reconciliation was non-
existent.

So it looks like the sixth strategy is
basically to repeat what didn’t work
the first time and hope for a different
result. And we keep hearing that ap-
proach justified with the twisted logic
that because we cannot afford to fail in
Iraq, we must continue with a strategy
that has failed to achieve our primary
goals.

We clearly need a new approach that
fundamentally changes the dynamic,
and I continue to believe that Iraqis
will not make the tough political com-
promises necessary to stabilize the
country while they can depend on the
security blanket provided by the in-
definite presence of large numbers of
U.S. troops.

One thing we know is that the costs
of continuing down this path are ex-
traordinary. Over $12 billion per month
and over 900 soldiers dead since the
surge began. And while we are bogged
down in Iraq, we continue to neglect
the most pressing threats to our na-
tion’s security.

Let’s be clear: The war in Iraq is not
making us safer—it is making us less
safe. Iran has been empowered in the
region and emboldened to defy the
international community in pursuit of
its nuclear program. Hezbollah and
Hamas are stronger than ever. Our
military is stretched to the breaking
point. Our intelligence agencies have
told us Iraq is a ‘‘cause célebre’ for al-
Qaida that helps ‘‘to energize the
broader Sunni extremist community,
raise resources and to recruit and in-
doctrinate operatives, including for
homeland attacks.”” So it is no surprise
that terrorist incidents outside Iraq
and Afghanistan have risen dramati-
cally since the war began and are now
at historic highs.
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And we know where the real threats
lie: Our top national security officials
keep warning us that the next attack
is likely to come from the Afghanistan-
Pakistan border—not Iraq. Meanwhile
Afghanistan slides backwards, in part
because—as Admiral Mullen has ac-
knowledged—with so many troops tied
down in Iraq, we simply don’t have the
manpower available to give our mili-
tary commanders the troops they need.

Every day we fail to change course
we play further into the hands of our
enemies. We need a fundamentally new
approach to our Nation’s security in
the region and around the world—and
that starts with a new strategy that in
Iraq. The events of the last year have
shown once again a basic truth: Iraqis
will not resolve their differences and
stand up for Iraq while they can depend
on the security blanket provided by the
indefinite presence of large numbers of
U.S. troops.

As we redeploy, we need to engage
diplomatically with Iraq’s neighbors in
a way that creates a new security
structure for the region. And we must
responsibly redeploy from Iraq so we
can refocus our efforts on fighting al-
Qaida around the world—especially on
the real front line in the war on ter-
rorism in Afghanistan and Pakistan.

Mr. FEINGOLD. Mr. President, I
voted for the non-Iraq portion of the
supplemental because it included a
number of provisions I support, such as
Senator WEBB’s GI bill, an extension of
unemployment insurance, funding for
LIHEAP and Byrne grants, and a num-
ber of important Africa-related provi-
sions. The Webb GI bill represents one
of the best ways that the Federal Gov-
ernment can support members of our
Armed Forces who might not otherwise
have the opportunity to obtain a high-
er education. Expanding educational
benefits is the least we can do for the
men and women in uniform who have
been asked to do so much for our coun-
try.

However, I am disappointed that the
Senate was prevented from voting on
the fiscally responsible House version
of the GI bill. We should not be piling
up more debt for future generations to
repay, and I will work to try to make
sure that the cost of this benefit is paid
for. The Senate should not get into the
habit of using nonoffset emergency
supplemental bills to bypass the reg-
ular appropriations process. Just be-
cause the President refuses to pay for
the cost of the war in Iraq doesn’t
mean we should follow his path of fis-
cal irresponsibility.

I am deeply disappointed that neither
the House nor the Senate version of the
supplemental contains language that
would end the Iraq war. In fact, both
bills—particularly the Senate Appro-
priations Committee bill—are actually
weaker in this respect than the first
supplemental we passed just over a
year ago. Democrats took power of
Congress last year pledging to work to
bring an end to the war. While we have
made significant progress in other
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areas, we are actually moving back-
ward, not forward, when it comes to
Iraq.

What do I mean that the current sup-
plemental is weaker than the one we
passed a year ago? The new House sup-
plemental requires redeployment of
troops from Iraq to begin in 30 days,
with a goal of completion within 18
months, or approximately the end of
2009. The supplemental we sent to the
President a year ago set a goal of com-
pleting redeployment no later than the
end of March 2008, or around 11 months
from passage of the bill. So we have
gone from an 1ll-month goal to an 18-
month goal.

And the exceptions have become even
broader, meaning that even more U.S.
troops could be allowed to remain in
Iraq. In the new version, the adminis-
tration is no longer limited to con-
ducting targeted missions against
“members of al-Qaida and other ter-
rorist organizations with global
reach.” Now, it can leave troops in Iraq
to go after any ‘‘terrorist organiza-
tions” in that country. Going after al-
Qaeda and its affiliates makes sense
because they represent a direct threat
to the United States. Leaving U.S.
troops in Iraq to launch missions
against any organization that the ad-
ministration labels ‘‘terrorist,”’ regard-
less of whether they pose a threat to
our country, doesn’t make sense. It is
just a continuation of the current ad-
ministration’s muddled, misguided ap-
proach, which focuses so much of our
resources on one country while largely
ignoring the threat posed by al-Qaida
around the world.

In addition, the House language al-
lows U.S. troops to not just conduct
training and equipping of Iraqi troops
but also to provide ‘‘logistical and in-
telligence support,” which wasn’t in
last year’s supplemental. That could
mean our troops would still be fighting
on the front lines, embedded with Iraqi
forces, or providing air power, as we
saw during the recent clashes in Basra.
If you are looking to keep tens of thou-
sands of U.S. troops in Iraq indefi-
nitely, then you won’t have a problem
with this new language. If, however,
you want to bring our involvement in
this war to a close, then you can and
should be troubled by these big loop-
holes in the House bill.

The House bill may be bad in this re-
spect, but the Senate bill that we actu-
ally voted on and passed is far worse. It
doesn’t have any loopholes—it doesn’t
need them because it doesn’t do any-
thing. It simply expresses the sense of
Congress that the mission in Iraq
should be transitioned to a few limited
purposes by June 2009. That is it—non-
binding language that may make a few
Members feel better about themselves
but that won’t do a thing to bring the
war to a close.

To make matters worse, the Senate
bill includes a provision requiring a re-
port on transitioning the U.S. mission
in Iraq but leaving 40,000 troops in Iraq
at the end of the transition. Based on

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

existing estimates, it would likely cost
$40 billion a year to maintain such a
presence in Iraq. We should be prompt-
ly redeploying our troops, not studying
the option of transitioning to an open-
ended, significant military presence in
Iraaq.

Both the supplemental bills, and the
process by which we are considering
them, seem devised to maximize our
political comfort, rather than put pres-
sure on the White House to end a disas-
trous war. This shouldn’t be about al-
lowing ourselves to cast votes that
make us feel better and look good.

Now I realize, like my colleagues,
that we have limited options to try to
end the war before the next President
and the next Congress take office. But
that doesn’t mean we can simply ig-
nore Iraq or write off the next 10
months. More brave Americans will die
in Iraq over the next 10 months, and
our national security will continue to
suffer while we focus on Iraq to the ex-
clusion of so much else, including the
global threat posed by al-Qaida. We
have a responsibility to our constitu-
ents and to the American people, who
have been demanding an end to the war
for far, far too long, only to have that
call go unheeded.

At a minimum, we should be voting
on an amendment I filed to safely rede-
ploy our troops by setting a date after
which funding for the war will be
ended. The Senate has voted on such an
amendment several times, offered by
myself and the majority leader. I am
under no illusions about whether such
an amendment would pass. But Mem-
bers of Congress should have to put
themselves on the record as to whether
they are serious about wanting to end
the war. That may make some of them,
even members of my party, a little un-
comfortable. But making tough deci-
sions, casting tough votes, standing on
principle—that is what our constitu-
ents expect of us.

As all of this weren’t bad enough,
this so-called supplemental spending
bill doesn’t just include Iraq spending
for the current fiscal year. It also in-
cludes tens of billions of dollars to
keep the war going in the next fiscal
year. That means we can spare our-
selves the inconvenience of taking up
another Iraq spending bill this Con-
gress. That may make us all feel bet-
ter, but it is another way of showing
that we aren’t serious about putting
pressure on the President to bring the
war to a close.

Instead of mnegotiating backroom
deals, instead of trying to devise proce-
dures and votes that minimize our dis-
comfort, instead of acting like we are
against the war without following
through, instead of all that pretense
and posturing, let’s act like a legisla-
tive body and do some actual legis-
lating. Let’s have debates, and amend-
ments, and votes. Let’s do this in the
open, on the record. That way our con-
stituents will see whether we really are
committed to ending the war, to fiscal
responsibility, and to the other prin-
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ciples and goals that matter to the
folks back home but that seem to have
been forgotten here.

Mr. JOHNSON. Mr. President, I wish
to point out to my colleagues what we
will not be funding if this amendment
fails. First and foremost, we will not be
funding critical military construction
projects for our troops serving in Iraq
and Afghanistan. These are emergency
infrastructure requirements that our
men and women in uniform have re-
quested—projects that will contribute
to their safety and security and that
are crucial for them to be able to per-
form the mission with which they have
been tasked.

We will not be funding construction
of critically needed VA polytrauma re-
habilitation centers. These are cutting-
edge centers for the treatment of Ac-
tive Duty and separated Iraq and Af-
ghanistan war veterans suffering from
the signature injuries of those wars:
traumatic brain injury, post-traumatic
stress disorder, hearing loss, amputa-
tions, fractures, burns, visual impair-
ment, and spinal cord injury. It is hard
to think of anything more important
than providing the best possible care to
our wounded soldiers.

We will also be leaving a $787-million
shortfall in the BRAC account, mean-
ing that important construction at our
bases here at home will be delayed, and
the 2011 deadline for completing BRAC
may become impossible to meet.

We will be delaying emergency ren-
ovation and replacement of barracks
for our soldiers returning from war.
Many of us were appalled at the deplor-
able conditions at Fort Bragg, which is
why this bill provides $200 million to
rebuild the “worst of the worst’’ of the
Army’s barracks. If we fail to pass this
amendment, we will be leaving our sol-
diers to continue to live in unaccept-
able conditions.

We will not be funding childcare cen-
ters for our military families.
Childcare is a serious quality of life
issue for the families who bear the
brunt of war, and this bill would accel-
erate funding for 31 of the highest pri-
ority child development centers—fund-
ing for which the President himself has
signaled support.

In short, this bill provides critical
funding for some of the highest prior-
ities of our Nation, including our mili-
tary forces. All of my colleagues should
be very aware of what they are voting
against if they vote against this
amendment. I urge my colleagues to
support it.

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, I
come to the floor today to object to the
inclusion of provisions that are clearly
in the jurisdiction of the Finance Com-
mittee in an emergency supplemental
appropriations bill to fund the war.

The supplemental appropriations bill
seeks to place a moratorium on seven
Medicaid regulations until the next ad-
ministration.

It also prevents implementation of a
CMS policy to ensure States cover poor
kids before expanding their SCHIP pro-
grams.
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I know some people have concerns
with the CMS policies.

Let me be clear: I am not here to
argue the regulations are perfect. I
have issues with some of them I would
like to see addressed.

However, the regulations do address
areas where there are real problems in
Medicaid.

Medicaid is a Federal-State partner-
ship that provides a crucial health care
safety net for some very vulnerable
populations low-income seniors,
the disabled, pregnant women, and
children. They depend on Medicaid, and
it does generally serve them well.

Medicaid is also a program with a
checkered history of financial chal-
lenges.

Medicaid has a history of States abu-
sively pushing the limits of what
should be allowed to maximize Federal
dollars sent to them.

And while sometimes States have
clearly pushed the envelope, at other
times, States have struggled to under-
stand what is and is not allowable in
Medicaid.

So after years of work by CMS, nu-
merous reports by GAO and the Inspec-
tor General at HHS, and frequent Con-
gressional hearings, CMS issued regula-
tions to try to clarify the rules in some
very problematic payments areas of
Medicaid.

I will start with the public provider
regulation.

We know that in the past, many
States used to recycle Federal health
care dollars they paid to their hos-
pitals to use for any number of pur-
poses beyond health care.

It was an embarrassing scam that
several administrations tried to limit.

For years, the Medicaid Program was
plagued by financial gamesmanship.
States used so-called intergovern-
mental transfers or IGTs, to create
scams that milk taxpayers out of mil-
lions—even billions—of dollars.

Here is an example: a State bills the
Federal Government for a $100 hospital
charge. The hospital gets the $100 pay-
ment and then the State would require
the hospital to give $25 of it back to
the State. In my view, that is a scam.

What happens to the $25? In the days
before Congress and CMS cracked down
on the behavior, the money could go to
roads or stadium construction.

That is right. Medicaid IGT scams
paid for roads and stadiums instead of
health care for the poor.

In 1991, 1997 and again in 2000, Con-
gress took specific action to limit the
States’ ability to use payment schemes
to avoid paying the State share of Med-
icaid.

CMS has continued their work since
then.

Over the past 4 years, CMS has been
working with States to try to limit
these scams.

I will note these efforts have not
been without their controversy. States
have been very concerned about ex-
actly what the new standards are.

Senator BAUCUS and I wrote the GAO
and asked them to look into what CMS
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has been up to in trying to limit the
way States make these payments.

We were concerned that there was
not enough transparency in what CMS
was doing.

And CMS did publish a rule for all to
see. It is out there in the open.

The core goal of the rule is to limit
provider reimbursement to actual cost.

I know some people consider this a
radical idea, but I just don’t under-
stand why anyone thinks it is a good
idea to have hospitals paid more than
cost so they can be a part of these
scams that rob the taxpayer to fund
State pork.

Restricting payments to cost is not
exactly a new idea. In 1994, GAO rec-
ommended that payments to govern-
ment providers be limited to cost. This
is a fundamental issue for program in-
tegrity.

What did GAO find in their 1994 re-
port that led them to this conclusion?

The State of Michigan used these
questionable transfers to reduce their
share of the Medicaid Program from 68
percent, which is what it should have
been, to 56 percent.

The GAO found evidence that in Oc-
tober 1993, the State of Michigan made
a $489 million payment to the Univer-
sity of Michigan. Within hours, the en-
tire $489 million was returned to the
State.

The report found that in fiscal year
1993, Michigan, Tennessee, and Texas
were able to obtain $800 billion in Fed-
eral matching funds without putting
up the State Share.

Congress and CMS have spent the
last 17 years combating that behavior.

Last year, the emergency supple-
mental included a provision to delay
implementation of the public provider
rule for 2 years.

Fortunately, cooler heads prevailed
and the delay was reduced to 1 year.

But I wish to read what I said at the
time. This is from remarks I made on
March 28, 2007:

If some people think CMS has gone too far,
then we should review their actions in the
Finance Committee. We should call CMS in,
make them testify, and ask the tough ques-
tions to which we need answers. If we think
there are things we should have done dif-
ferently, then we should legislate. That is
the way it ought to be done.

That is the right way to operate. We
should have dealt with it in the Fi-
nance Committee.

We should have tackled the issues
here that are extremely complex. They
deserve thorough consideration so we
can insure we are taking appropriate
action.

But a year has passed with no action
and instead we are here with this
amendment to the supplemental appro-
priations bill. No hearings have been
held. No testimony submitted. Noth-
ing.

Making the CMS regulation go away
opens the door for a return to the
wasteful, inappropriate spending of the
past.

Intergovernmental transfers can
have a legitimate role, but it is critical
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that States have a clear, correct under-
standing of what is a legitimate trans-
fer and what is not.

If the regulation goes away, those
lines will still not be adequately de-
fined.

Why should we care if the lines are
not adequately defined? Let me read
from the National Conference of State
Legislatures Web site: “IGTs can en-
hance a State’s Federal match and
thus bring additional funds to the
State in two main ways. First, States
can use county funds instead of State
funds to generate a Federal match to
support services provided by counties.
Second, States can use IGTs to help it
claim additional Federal funds based
on upper payment limits. Under this
model, a State can make payments to
eligible public facilities using the rate
Medicare pays for the same service, a
rate that may exceed the State’s stand-
ard Medicaid reimbursement rate. If it
chooses to do so, a State then could use
a portion of the new revenues gen-
erated—a share of the portion that re-
mains after the standard Medicaid rate
is paid for other goods or services.”’

States speak openly about these pay-
ment schemes to maximize Federal
dollars flowing to the States.

It is absolutely the worst thing we
could do for the Medicaid Program to
leave States without clear guidance on
these types of payments.

We cannot simply walk away from
this subject.

Now I would like to turn to the CMS
regulation on graduate medical edu-
cation. I personally think Medicaid
should pay an appropriate share of
graduate medical education or GME.

But I would like to see us put that in
statute rather than return to the cur-
rent customary practice because I do
not think the taxpayers are well served
by the way Medicaid GME operates
today.

If we simply make the regulation go
away, what are the rules for States to
follow?

There are five different methods
States use in billing CMS, 11 States
don’t separate IME from GME, and
CMS cannot say how much they are
paying States for GME.

Let me quote from a CRS memo I
submitted for the RECORD during the
budget debate a few months ago:
‘“States are not required to report GME
payments separately from other pay-
ments made for inpatient and out-
patient hospital services when claim-
ing Federal matching payments under
Medicaid. For the Medicaid GME pro-
posed rule published in the May 23, 2007
Federal Register, CMS used an earlier
version of the AAMC survey data as a
base for its savings estimate and made
adjustments for inflation and expected
State behavioral changes, for exam-
ple.”

To make their cost estimate for the
regulation, CMS relied on a report
from the American Association of Med-
ical Colleges to determine how much
they are paying for GME in Medicaid.
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That is because the States do not pro-
vide CMS with data on how much they
pay in GME.

That is simply unacceptable.

You can disagree with the decision to
cut off GME, but simply leaving the
current disorderly and undefined struc-
ture in place is not good public policy.

Now let me turn to the regulations
governing school-based transportation
and school-based administration.

Is it legitimate for Medicaid to pay
for transportation in certain cases I
think the answer to that is yes.

I do think it is legitimate for Med-
icaid to pay for transportation to a
school if a child is receiving Medicaid
services at school.

That said, we should have rules in
place that make it clear that Medicaid
does not pay for buses generally.

We should have rules in place that
make it clear that schools can only bill
Medicaid if a child actually goes to
school and receives a service on the
day they bill Medicaid for the service.

You can also argue that the school-
based transportation and administra-
tive claiming regulation went too far
by completely prohibiting transpor-
tation, but if making this regulation
go away allows States to bill Medicaid
for school buses and for transportation
on days when a child is not in school,
we still have a problem.

It is also critical that Medicaid pay
only for Medicaid services.

We all openly acknowledge the Fed-
eral government does not pay its fair
share of IDEA.

Quoting from the CRS memo:
“States, school districts, interest
groups, and parents of children with
disabilities often argue that the Fed-
eral government is not living up to its
obligation to ‘fully fund’ Part B of the
Individuals with Disabilities Education
Act—IDEA, P.L. 108-446—the grants-to-
States program.”’

We can also acknowledge that just
because IDEA funding is inadequate,
States will try to take advantage of
Medicaid to make ends meet.

Again quoting from the CRS memo:
“It is generally assumed that such
transportation is predominantly pro-
vided to Medicaid/IDEA children.”

If a child is required to be in school
under IDEA and receives a Medicaid
service while in school, is the transpor-
tation of that child 100 percent Medic-
aid’s responsibility?

We should define clear lines so that
States know what is and is not Medic-
aid’s responsibility.

Now I would like to turn to the reha-
bilitation services regulation.

I certainly would argue that Med-
icaid paying for rehabilitation services
is good for beneficiaries. We want Med-
icaid to help beneficiaries get better.

But States must have a common un-
derstanding of what the word ‘‘reha-
bilitation” means in the Medicaid Pro-
gram.

Again quoting from the CRS memo:
“Rehabilitation services can be dif-
ficult to describe because the rehabili-
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tation benefit is so broad that it has
been described as a catchall.”

Also, States need clear guidance on
when they should bill Medicaid or an-
other program.

Again quoting from the CRS memo:
“There is limited formal guidance for
states in Medicaid statutes and regula-
tions on how to determine when medi-
cally necessary services should be
billed as rehabilitation services.”

You can say the CMS regulation
went too far, but that doesn’t mean
there isn’t a problem out there.

As CRS notes, billing for rehabilita-
tion services between 1999 and 2005
grew by 77.7 percent. I am far from con-
vinced that all of that growth in spend-
ing was absolutely legitimate.

Finally turning to the case manage-
ment regulation, I first want to point
out the issues relating to case manage-
ment are a little different than issues
associated with some of the other Med-
icaid regulations I have discussed so
far.

The provision in the Deficit Reduc-
tion Act of 2006—DRA—relating to case
management received a full review in
the Finance Committee, along with
Senate floor consideration and con-
ference debate prior to enactment of
the DRA. This regulation relates to a
recently enacted statutory provision.

There is reason to believe that States
have been using case management to
supplement State spending. Some be-
lieve that States are shifting some of
their child welfare costs to the Med-
icaid Program through creative uses of
case management.

Concern about the inappropriate bill-
ing to Medicaid for child welfare serv-
ices extends back to the Clinton ad-
ministration.

There are some who would disallow
most child welfare case management
claims from reimbursement from Med-
icaid. This goes further than I would
support. Getting these children the
proper services requires thoughtful re-
view, planning and management, and I
believe that Medicaid has an appro-
priate role in supporting these activi-
ties.

On the other hand, driving a child in
foster care to a court appearance and
billing the caseworker’s time to Med-
icaid is not an activity that should be
billed to Medicaid.

Certainly, the regulations are not
perfect. The degree that CMS has gone
to in specifying how case management
should operate conflicts with the effi-
cient operation of the benefit in cer-
tain respects.

But again let me quote from the CRS
memo:

Although there may be a number of issues
related to claiming FFP for Medicaid ad-
dressed in these sources, at least two issues
have been sources of confusion, misunder-
standing, and dispute. One issue where there
has been misunderstanding is non-duplica-
tion of payments. Another area where there
has been some disagreement is over the di-
rect delivery of services by other programs
where Medicaid is then charged for the direct
services provided by the other program.
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When CMS tried to come up with
rules to increase accountability in case
management, they had good reason to
be trying to provide clarity and speci-
ficity for States.

Surely the answer is not to tell
States they are on their own to inter-
pret the case management provision in
the DRA.

As CRS notes, billing for case man-
agement services between 1999 and 2005
grew by 105.7 percent. With spending
growing that fast, we must make abso-
lutely certain States understand how
they should be billing CMS.

During the Appropriations Com-
mittee markup, a provision was added
to delay implementation of an August
17, 2007, State Health Officials letter
regarding the SCHIP program.

Simply put, the idea behind the pol-
icy is that States should have to show
they are covering their poorest kids be-
fore they can expand to cover Kids with
higher incomes.

No matter how many technical issues
people might have with the ability of
CMS to implement the policy, I find it
mind boggling that anyone would
argue with the idea of covering poor
kids first.

Poorer kids are generally sicker and
in need of care. It is reasonable public
policy to require States that want to
cover higher income children to first
demonstrate that they are doing a good
job covering poor kids.

It is just common sense.

Earlier this month the administra-
tion issued further clarification on the
August 17 directive. The purpose of this
additional State Health Official letter
is to respond to some of the concerns
that have been raised by States look-
ing to accommodate the August 17 di-
rective.

Rather than work with the adminis-
tration to find solutions—even after
the administration made an effort to
clarify the policy—this bill simply
makes the policy go away.

This bill provides for $1.3 billion in
savings to address the various policy
provisions in the Finance Committee’s
jurisdiction.

I actually support the provisions that
save money in this bill.

I have been working on the provision
related to physician-owned hospitals
for years.

But it is wrong to move it in this
bill, and as much as I do support that
provision, I must object to its inclusion
here as well.

The provisions in this bill are scored
by CBO as spending $1.7 billion. It is
$1.7 billion because the regulations are
delayed only until the end of March of
next year.

I know supporters hope that the next
administration will pull back and undo
the regulations completely.

What would it cost if we tried to
completely prevent these regulations
from ever taking effect?

Not $1.7 billion that is for sure.

It would actually cost the taxpayers
$17.8 billion over 5 years and $42.2 bil-
lion over 10 years.
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It is an absolute farce for anyone to
argue that all of those dollars are being
appropriately spent and that Congress
ought to just walk away from these
issues.

Instead of just making the regula-
tions go away, the Finance Committee
and the Energy and Commerce Com-
mittee should sit down with the admin-
istration and fix the problems with the
regulations and address real problems
in Medicaid.

That is what we should be doing for
the taxpayers.

Secretary Leavitt states that the
most pressing of regulations will not
go into effect on May 25 as many have
feared.

He has offered to sit down with us
and work on these issues.

There is no cause for us to act today
to block the implementation of these
regulations while an offer to talk is on
the table.

After the President vetoes this bill, I
encourage my colleagues to drop these
provisions and sit down with the ad-
ministration to find real solutions.

Separately, I want to voice my con-
cern over the inclusion of an authoriza-
tion relating to imports of uranium
from the Russian Federation.

The Finance Committee has not had
an opportunity to examine this com-
plex legislation and evaluate how it re-
lates to our bilateral agreement with
Russia concerning the disposition of
highly enriched uranium extracted
from nuclear weapons, and its poten-
tial impact on our bilateral agreement
to suspend the antidumping investiga-
tion on uranium from the Russian Fed-
eration.

The Finance Committee is the com-
mittee of jurisdiction over inter-
national trade in the Senate, and cir-
cumvention of that jurisdiction has in
the past led to significant trade dis-
putes. T am disappointed that the Fi-
nance Committee was not fully en-
gaged on this matter.

We were deprived of an opportunity
to contribute expertise and provide
input so that any potential con-
sequences under our trade laws could
be mitigated.

Perhaps my concern will prove un-
founded in this case. But nevertheless,
this manner of legislating does not
serve our best interests and should be
avoided in the future.

In conclusion, I oppose provisions
that are the jurisdiction of the Finance
Committee being considered in this
bill.

Mr. VITTER. Mr. President, I rise
today to talk about a very important
provision to New Orleans in the supple-
mental and to thank the Senate Appro-
priations Committee members for their
strong and continued support for Lou-
isiana during the long and difficult
posthurricane recovery process.

Included in the emergency supple-
mental bill before the Senate is $70
million for emergency funding for 3,000
rental subsidies, which will provide
permanent supportive housing in Lou-
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isiana for its most at-risk residents.
These are the individuals who normal
housing assistance programs are most
likely to fail or miss, or who are unable
to take advantage of available assist-
ance without extra support. They are
the homeless, the elderly in need of ad-
ditional outside care or supervision,
and individuals with severe disabil-
ities. For them, permanent supportive
housing can mean the difference be-
tween being exposed to the streets or
having a secure, stable home environ-
ment.

The permanent supportive housing
funding is the final piece of a three-
prong initiative in Louisiana to ad-
dress the post-storm needs of its most
at-risk population. Louisiana has al-
ready dedicated significant resources
toward this project: Louisiana’s Road
Home recovery plan will provide the
necessary supportive services funding
for the first 5 years of the initiative
and some capital funding and the State
has already invested in 800 to 1,000 per-
manent supportive housing units
through existing affordable housing
programs. All that remains now before
this initiative can become a successful
reality is the rental subsidy funding,
which would provide Louisiana with
the 2,000 project-based voucher and
1,000 shelter plus care units that will fi-
nally bring the services and housing to
the people that need it most.

However, without the $70 million in
rental subsidy funding included in the
supplemental, this important initiative
will fail. This is an issue that tran-
scends politics and party affiliation. It
enjoys the bipartisan support of myself
and Senator LANDRIEU, as well as the
support of the Appropriations HUD
subcommittee chair and ranking mem-
ber, Senators MURRAY and BOND, and
the committee leadership. The Lou-
isiana House congressional delegation
supports the funding and wrote the
House appropriators to advocate for it.
In fact, Louisiana’s new Governor,
Governor Jindal, signed that letter as a
Congressman and has since written the
House and Senate leadership last
month urging its adoption.

As of the latest count last year, the
homeless population in New Orleans
had almost doubled to approximately
12,000 persons compared to the period
prior to the storm. This is an oppor-
tunity to bring the most disadvantaged
and at-need home. I urge Congress take
this critical step of providing the nec-
essary housing funding for this impor-
tant Louisiana recovery initiative.
And, I strongly urge my colleagues to
support this funding in negotiations
with the House of Representatives to
ensure its inclusion in the final funding
package.

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Mr. President, sim-
ply put, I cannot vote for another $165
billion to give President Bush a blank
check and fund the continuation of the
war in Iraq, without condition, for over
another year.

This is a difficult decision and not
one I take lightly. But I believe that
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the time has come for Congress to exer-
cise the power of the purse and bring
this war to a conclusion.

I am a strong supporter of our troops
in the field. They have done a tremen-
dous job under difficult circumstances.
They weren’t greeted as liberators as
Vice President CHENEY said they would
be.

Instead, they found themselves tar-
gets in an internecine battle, whose
roots go back hundreds of years. They
found themselves in the crossfire be-
tween Sunni insurgents and Shia ex-
tremists. They’'ve done everything
asked of them, with the courage and
dedication that we expect from our
service men and women.

But President Bush has never pro-
vided an exit strategy for Iraq. He has
never laid out a plan for bringing our
troops home.

So, here we are more than 5 years
after this war began. More than 4,000
troops killed. Tens of thousands in-
jured. And no end in sight. $5625 billion
spent all designated as emergency
spending and none of which is paid for
simply added to our Nation’s growing
debt.

This is the first major war that has
not been paid for, but instead has re-
lied time and time again on emergency
supplemental funds outside of the Fed-
eral budget.

I, along with many of my colleagues
in the Senate, have voted again and
again for a change of course to transi-
tion the mission. But the minority has
obstructed the vote or President Bush
has vetoed the bill each time we have
tried.

So the power of the purse is the only
tool we have to change the Iraq war.
And it is time to bring this war to a
conclusion after 5 long years.

The $165 billion supplemental funds
the war for 1 year and 1 month, or until
July 2009. This is all funded on the
debt. I simply cannot agree to do it.

It would have been one thing if the
supplemental had been to fund the war
for an additional 6 months. But it is
not. This means that the next adminis-
tration essentially need not make any
move or change until July 2009. This is
simply not acceptable to me.

To me, it is a big mistake to have a
supplemental this big because it sim-
ply means ‘‘business as usual.” And I
don’t believe we can be ‘‘business as
usual.”

On Tuesday, I questioned Secretary
of Defense Robert Gates on the funding
for this war. I told Secretary Gates
that it is unclear to me why the pas-
sage of a $165 billion 2009 bridge fund is
urgent at this time, particularly given
that funding needs for next year are
very much up in the air.

I told him that it is my under-
standing that if DOD transfers funding
to the Army to meet its personnel and
operational expenses, the Army could
stretch its current funding quite far.
And I asked how long the Army and
Marine Corps could operate without
the ’09 bridge fund.
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The Secretary said:

“The notion of having to borrow from the
base budget in ’09 to pay war costs ... we
probably could make it work for a number of
months.” And ‘‘can we technically get
thought some part of fiscal year 2009 without
a supplemental? Probably so.”

So the other question that I have
been grappling with is why should we
provide 13 months of funding now?
Where is the urgency to fund this war
through July 2009? That is over a year
away. It is simply not necessary to ap-
propriate $165 billion for the Iraq war
in a single day. This is almost twice
the size of any previous supplemental
the Senate has considered to date.

President Bush won’t listen to the
wishes of the majority of Congress and
the American people. He has shown a
complete unwillingness to evolve in
the face of compelling evidence of the
need for change.

After the fall elections, a new Presi-
dent will offer new ideas and policies,
and at the top of the list should be a
new plan for Iraq.

Congress should not, during this time
of transition and great opportunity to
seize the moment and change our war
policy, allow the war to linger
unaddressed for up to 7 months of the
new administration.

Congress should not relinquish its
constitutional right and obligation to
use the power of the purse to require
the next President to present a plan for
Iraq one that includes the funding he
or she will need to put that plan in mo-
tion.

So now, we are faced with another
choice: Do we provide $100 billion
through the end of this year and an ad-
ditional $66 billion to take us through
July 2009? Do we give the next Presi-
dent a pass and affirm that he or she
does not have to change the mission or
plan an exit strategy until the middle
of next year?

I cannot support this.

Passing a year-long supplemental is
an abandonment of the power of the
purse, the greatest power that the Con-
gress has. I believe that the time has
come for the Senate to assert its will,
and another year and a month of fund-
ing for this war is not the answer.

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, I seek
recognition today in support of the do-
mestic spending amendment to the fis-
cal year 2008 Military Construction,
Veterans Affairs and Related Agencies
bill, which is the underlying vehicle for
fiscal year 2008 supplemental funding.

These appropriations include funding
for programs vital for our Nation’s wel-
fare. With my long record of support
for these programs, I could hardly re-
ject supporting them now especially in
the face of supporting significant addi-
tional funding for national defense.
There must be some semblance of bal-
ance on military and domestic spend-
ing.

This legislation includes emergency
unemployment compensation, UC, ben-
efits for individuals who have ex-
hausted all regular unemployment ben-
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efits after May 1, 2006. The UC pro-
gram, funded by both Federal and
State payroll taxes, pays benefits to
covered workers who become involun-
tarily unemployed for economic rea-
sons and meet State-established eligi-
bility rules. These emergency UC bene-
fits will provide a 13-week extension of
unemployment benefits for those
Americans in need of help.

Although America’s economic growth
has been positive during each of the
past 256 quarters, between January and
March 2008, payroll employment fell by
some 160,000 and the unemployment
rate rose to 5.1 percent in March of this
year. Inflation has accelerated with the
consumer price index rising to 3.9 per-
cent for the 12 months ending in April
2008 compared with 2.5 percent during
2006 and 3.4 percent in 2005. With the in-
creased costs of food and energy and
loss of jobs in the United States, we
need to offer assistance to those em-
ployees who have lost their jobs in
order for them to provide for their fam-
ilies until they can find another job. I
have consistently supported efforts to
extend UC benefits to help our fellow
Americans through difficult times. The
Senate failed to extend UC benefits
during consideration of the economic
stimulus bill on February 6, 2008, de-
spite my support. Therefore, I support
this amendment recognizing the need
to capitalize on the opportunity it pro-
vides for a much needed economic
boost to those hard-working Americans
hit hardest by the recent economic
downturn.

Additionally, I support this amend-
ment as it includes a much needed up-
date to the GI bill of rights, which has
not been revised for over 20 years. I
joined 57 of my colleagues in spon-
soring legislation that would provide a
4-year public university education for
anyone who has served on active duty
for at least 36 months since Sept. 11,
2001. This legislation would provide for
this generation what the post-WWII GI
bill provided for veterans of that global
conflict. The current proposal is sup-
ported by the current chairmen of the
Armed Services Committee and Vet-
erans’ Affairs Committee, as well as by
a former chairman of the Armed Serv-
ices Committee.

This reform is a real necessity. Re-
grettably we do not take care of our
veterans as we should. We find that
men and women are coming back now
from Iraq and Afghanistan and the
wonders of modern medicine have been
able to keep people alive, but they have
very serious disabilities. Many need a
lot of counseling, have a lot of psy-
chiatric problems and a lot of brain
damage. Some young men and women
coming back in their early twenties
will require decades of care. General
Colin Powell recently said, ‘“‘For some-
one coming back after serving in Iraq
or Afghanistan for two or three or four
tours of duty, they need to catch up
quickly, and we need to help them.”

For those veterans ready to return to
school, it is vital that they not be hin-
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dered with financial impediments to
accessing higher education. It is a very
sound economic approach to provide
this education. The post-WWII program
has been paid off many times over by
producing men and women who have
been very productive and paid more
taxes. According to a recent editorial
by Tom Ridge and Bob Kerrey, ‘‘for
every tax dollar spent on the World
War II GI bill, our country received $7
in tax remittances from veterans
whose careers benefitted from en-
hanced education.” I agree with Gen-
eral Powell’s statement that, ‘“‘America
got that money back in spades.” I
think this is something we ought to do,
most fundamentally to treat the vet-
erans properly, but also for the future
of the country. We would be well served
by another generation of very well edu-
cated men and women; they deserve it,
and it would help the country a great
deal in the long run.

This amendment before the Senate
contains $400 million for the National
Institutes of Health, NIH. These addi-
tional funds are critical in catalyzing
scientific discoveries that will lead to a
better understanding in preventing and
treating the disorders that afflict men,
women, and children in our society. I
was very disappointed in the small in-
crease NIH received in fiscal year 2008.
In fiscal year 2009, I am asking for an
increase of several billion dollars.

This amendment contains an addi-
tional $26 million for Centers for Dis-
ease Control and Prevention, CDC, to
respond to outbreaks of communicable
diseases related to the re-use of sy-
ringes in outpatient clinics. Funds
would be used for research, education
and outreach activities.

Further, I have consistently sup-
ported efforts to increase funding for
the Low Income Home Energy Assist-
ance Program, LIHEAP, as the ranking
member of the Senate Appropriations
Subcommittee on Labor, Health and
Human Services and Education. This
amendment provides an additional $1
billion for fiscal year 2008 for this crit-
ical program. With the cost of energy
continually increasing, it is essential
that those on fixed incomes have as-
sistance in making their home heating
and cooling payments. This additional
funding will bring the total level for
fiscal year 2008 closer to the goal of the
fully authorized level of $5 billion.

Paying heating and cooling bills for
low-income households throughout this
Nation has always been a struggle, but
never more so than today with the
soaring energy costs. The inability to
pay for heating or having to make deci-
sions to forgo other needs such as food
and medicine pose health and safety
hazards—especially to the elderly, the
disabled and children. This winter,
Americans, on average, spent $977 to
heat their homes which is 10 percent
higher than last winter. Nationwide av-
erage oil heating bills are expected to
be 22 percent higher than in the pre-
vious year. I support this amendment
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which will go a long way towards ad-
dressing the serious plight of those in-
dividuals facing a critical need for as-
sistance during this energy crisis.

This amendment will also provide a
moratorium on several Medicaid regu-
lations. These Medicaid Programs are
critical to providing healthcare to low-
income individuals in Pennsylvania.

The moratorium prevents the elimi-
nation of school-based administrative
and transportation programs and case
management services for individuals
with multiple health and social com-
plications. This amendment will pro-
vide access for beneficiaries to reha-
bilitation services. Further, the mora-
torium would continue the payments
to hospitals for graduate medical edu-
cation funding, allowing Pennsylvania
hospitals to train the physicians of to-
morrow. These programs provide an
important health safety net for dis-
advantaged children, seniors and par-
ents that must be preserved.

This amendment would restore ac-
cess to nominal drug pricing for se-
lected health centers specifically those
clinics based at colleges and univer-
sities whose primary purpose is to pro-
vide family planning services to stu-
dents of that institution.

The domestic amendment also con-
tains provisions that will decrease Fed-
eral spending. This includes the expan-
sion of a demonstration project that
verifies the assets held by Medicaid ap-
plicants. It saves federal dollars by pre-
venting noneligible people from receiv-
ing Medicaid benefits inappropriately.

Additionally, this amendment would
impose a 1-year moratorium on the Au-
gust 17, 2007, directive by the Centers
for Medicare and Medicaid Services.
This directive changed Federal policy
by prohibiting coverage of uninsured
children under SCHIP if their family
income is above 250 percent of the Fed-
eral poverty level or $42,400. This is of
particular importance in Pennsylvania
where the SCHIP program covers chil-
dren in families up to 300 percent of the
poverty level or $63,600.

For these reasons that I have out-
lined above—an extension of unemploy-
ment insurance benefits, enhanced ben-
efits for our nation’s veterans, and ad-
ditional funding for LIHEAP, FDA,
CDC and NIH where insufficient fund-
ing has been provided—I support the
domestic spending amendment to the
supplemental bill.

Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, I rise
to speak briefly about a number of im-
portant provisions in this domestic
funding amendment. I am delighted
that this amendment passed the Senate
by an overwhelming vote of 75-22, and
I hope the House will pass it swiftly
and overwhelmingly as well.

There are many provisions in this
amendment that will meet many im-
portant needs we are facing as a coun-
try, but I would like to mention a few
that are of particular note. First, the
bill contains a total of $15 million to
help reduce drug-related violence in
the border region by aggressively step-
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ping up efforts to prevent weapons
from being smuggled into Mexico to
arm drug cartels. Of this money, $5
million would be allocated for ATF to
provide assistance to Mexican authori-
ties in investigating weapons traf-
ficking cases and $10 million would be
set aside for ATF to enhance Project
Gunrunner Teams in the southwest
border States.

This funding is based on S. 2867, the
Southwest Border Violence Reduction
Act, which I recently introduced with
Senator HUTCHISON. This measure is
also cosponsored by Senators FEIN-
STEIN, KYL, DURBIN, and DOMENICI.

According to ATF, about 90 percent
of the firearms recovered in Mexico
come from the United States. These
weapons are used by drug gangs to
forcefully maintain control over traf-
ficking routes and greatly undermine
the ability of Mexico to fight drug traf-
fickers. These violent groups use smug-
gled weapons to assassinate military
and police officials, murder rival mem-
bers of drug organizations, and kill ci-
vilians. In the Mexican state of Chi-
huahua, which shares a border with
New Mexico, there have been over 200
killings since the beginning of 2008, an
increase of about 100 percent over the
previous year.

Violence perpetrated by inter-
national drug trafficking organizations
impacts the well-being and safety of
communities on both sides of the
United States-Mexico border. I am
pleased that additional resources are
being allocated to target weapons traf-
ficking networks and enhance inter-
national cooperation in investigating
these cases.

The second provision I would like to
discuss relates to assistance we are
providing to local law enforcement sit-
uated along the southern border. The
bill includes $90 million for a competi-
tive grant program within DOJ to help
local law enforcement along the south-
ern border and other agencies located
in areas impacted by drug trafficking.
As the sponsor of the Border Law En-
forcement Relief Act, I have been
pressing for Congress to help border
law enforcement agencies with the
costs they incur in addressing criminal
activity in the border region. I strong-
ly believe this funding is greatly need-
ed and I am glad the Congress is giving
this issue the attention it deserves.

This bill also takes an important
step forward in advancing our eco-
nomic security by increasing funding
for math and science education pro-
grams by $50 million. In America Com-
petes, this Congress recognized that in
order to ensure an educated and skilled
workforce, we needed to strengthen
math and science education. Accord-
ingly, we significantly expanded math
and science education programs at the
National Science Foundation. I am par-
ticularly pleased to see an increase of
$20 million in the Robert Noyce Schol-
arship program, which recruits and
prepares talented students and profes-
sionals to become math and science
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teachers. The bill also contains an ad-
ditional $24 million to support grad-
uate study in STEM fields.

Further, earlier this year Senators
DOMENICI, ALEXANDER, DORGAN, CORK-
ER, FEINSTEIN, KENNEDY, SCHUMER and
I wrote a letter to the Appropriations
Committee requesting $250 million for
the Department of Energy’s Office of
Science. This bill allocates some $900
million for agencies performing
science, including $100 million for the
DOE’s Office of Science. In addition, it
provides $400 million for the National
Institutes of Health to keep its budget
up with inflation and $200 million for
NASA and their space flight mission. I
am grateful to the committee for rec-
ognizing the importance of science and
taking it into account in this supple-
mental appropriations bill.

In light of the ‘‘silent tsunami’ of
the food crisis in the developing world,
I am pleased that the Senate version of
the supplemental provides for approxi-
mately $1.2 billion in funding for food
aid through fiscal year 2009. I am also
pleased that USAID will reportedly an-
nounce a $45 million package in food
aid for Haiti, of which $256 million will
be distributed via the World Food Pro-
gramme, at a press conference tomor-
row morning.

However, I believe that more needs to
be done for Haiti. According to Haitian
President René Preval, Haiti needs $60
million in U.S. food aid assistance to
avert famines over the next 6 months.
Accordingly, I call upon USAID to allo-
cate at least $60 million of the $1.2 bil-
lion food aid appropriation to Haiti.

Haiti is the poorest country in the
Western Hemisphere, where approxi-
mately 76 percent of Haiti’s population
subsists on under $2 per day and 55 per-
cent on under $1 per day. One in five
Haitian children is malnourished. We
must address these challenges, partly
for reasons of preserving stability in
the Caribbean, and partly to provide an
alternative to emigrating to the United
States, but mostly because it is the
right thing to do.

I am also pleased that the supple-
mental provides for $100 million of as-
sistance for Central America, Haiti,
and the Dominican Republic to support
the Meérida Initiative in those regions
and countries. In particular, I am
pleased that the Senate version of the
supplemental set aside $5 million of
this money to combat drug trafficking
and for anticorruption and rule of law
activities in Haiti. This amount dou-
bled the $2.5 million called for in the
House version.

Last year, when the Drug Enforce-
ment Agency stationed two helicopters
in Haiti on a temporary basis, the level
of cocaine shipments transiting the
country by air and sea declined signifi-
cantly. This decline resulted in lower
levels of corruption in Haiti and less
cocaine reaching the United States. I
hope that today’s $5 million in funding
for Haiti will replicate these successes,
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and I call upon the DEA to use a por-
tion of these funds to increase interdic-
tion capability in Haiti by placing heli-
copters there on a more sustained
basis.

Finally, I would also like to voice my
strong support for provisions within
this legislation to block attempts by
the Bush administration to reduce
health care access for low-income chil-
dren, seniors, and others. In the last
year and a half the Bush administra-
tion has aggressively attempted to
shrink the Federal Medicaid program
by reducing the ability of States to
provide Medicaid coverage to their
most vulnerable populations. These ac-
tions have been taken under the ruse of
“fraud and abuse” reforms but we
should be clear about what they really
are, an attempt to reduce Federal ex-
penses on the backs of poor Americans.
At a time when we are spending ap-
proximately $12 billion a month on the
war, that is about $5,000 a second, and
at a time when so many Americans are
facing economic hardship and will be
depending on low-income programs, it
is unconscionable that the Bush admin-
istration is attacking the poorest
among us—all in a weak attempt at ap-
pearing fiscally responsible.

These programs are critical to many
low-income patients and safety-net
providers in my home State of New
Mexico and across the Nation. For ex-
ample, the most significant of the ad-
ministration’s proposals would dev-
astate New Mexico’s Sole Community
Provider Fund, which plays a critical
role in ensuring New Mexicans in rural
areas of the State have access to life-
saving hospital services and funds pro-
grams for uninsured New Mexicans. It
also would cause the University of New
Mexico Hospital and other New Mexico
institutions to lose millions of dollars
for the care they provide to our low-in-
come residents. It is important to note
this is not a partisan issue. I have
worked for the last year and a half to
block this specific proposal including
introducing legislation with Senator
DOLE, S. 2460. Seventy-four members of
the Senate, Democrats and Repub-
licans alike, have gone on record op-
posing this Bush proposal. We were
successful in blocking it last year and
I am very pleased that we are acting to
block it for an additional year.

Sadly, the Bush administration’s pro-
posals don’t end there. The White
House also would undermine the abil-
ity of schools to help enroll children in
Medicaid and coordinate their health
care services. The administration
would also cut rehabilitation services
provided to people with disabilities, es-
pecially those with mental illness and
intellectual disabilities; cut case man-
agement services for the elderly, chil-
dren in foster care and people with dis-
abilities; reduce specialized medical
transportation services for children;
and severely limit Medicaid payments
for outpatient hospital services. Fi-
nally, the administration also is at-
tempting to severely limit States’
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abilities to expand enrollment of chil-
dren in the State Children’s Health In-
surance Program or SCHIP.

Taken together the Bush administra-
tion’s efforts would cost my State ap-
proximately $180 million this year in
Federal low-income support and much
more in subsequent years. The Nation’s
Governors oppose the Bush administra-
tions efforts, as do State Medicaid di-
rectors, State legislators, and the Na-
tional Association of Counties. More
than 2,000 national and local groups—
such as the American Hospital Associa-
tion, the American Federation of
Teachers, and the March of Dimes—
also oppose these efforts. They know
the devastating effect these rules
would have on local communities, their
hospitals, and vulnerable beneficiaries.

Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, today we
are voting on funding our troops on the
front lines. We can disagree about
whether we should be in Iraq at all and
we can disagree with the President’s
failed policies, but as long as Ameri-
cans are in harm’s way, we need to give
them the best possible protection this
country has. To me, that is a sacred
obligation. In terms of protection,
there are a lot of reasons to vote for
this funding—it provides $2 billion to
fight deadly improvised explosive de-
vices, it funds 25 C-130s to replace
planes worn out by nonstop use moving
people and supplies around the war
zone, it gives more assets to families,
it funds much needed military health
care, and it provides $1.7 billion for
Mine Resistant Ambush Protected ve-
hicles. That is a good thing.

Now in our fifth year of the Iraq war
and the seventh year of the war in Af-
ghanistan, it often seems that good
news is hard to come by. But some-
times good things do happen here on
the Senate floor. Sometimes we are
able to profoundly improve the odds for
American men and women fighting in
those wars. For my colleagues, I would
like to review one good story.

For me, this story begins in the sum-
mer of 2006 on one of my trips to Iraq.
A Marine commander in Fallujah
showed me a new vehicle they were
using called a Buffalo. He told me that
these Buffalos were saving lives and
that they needed more of them. I was
impressed. This Buffalo was a huge ve-
hicle with a large claw arm, high off
the ground, with a v-shaped under-
carriage. I found out later that it was
the largest of a group of vehicles called
Mine Resistant Ambush Protected ve-
hicles, or MRAPs.

So, when the next wartime funding
bill came to the Senate, I looked into
what was going on with these MRAPSs.
The most important thing that I found
out was that military experts were
starting to say that MRAPs could re-
duce casualties from improvised explo-
sive devices, those roadside bombs also
called IEDs, by two-thirds. At that
time, 70 percent of all the casualties
suffered by Americans were caused by
IEDs. So even if MRAPs only worked
half as well as the military claimed,
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they would have a tremendous effect
reducing deaths and injuries.

In a March 1, 2007, memo to the
Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff,
General Conway, the Commandant of
the Marine Corps, emphasized the im-
portance of the MRAPs, saying, ‘‘The
MRAP vehicle has a dramatically bet-
ter record of preventing fatal and seri-
ous injuries from attacks by impro-
vised explosive devices. Multi-National
Force—West estimates that the use of
the MRAP could reduce the casualties
in vehicles due to IED attack by as
much as 70 percent.” He ended by say-
ing, ‘“Getting the MRAP into the Al
Anbar Province is my number one un-
filled warfighting requirement at this
time.” Later that month, in testimony
to Congress, General Conway told us
that the likelihood for survival in Iraq
was four to five times greater in an
MRAP.

Two weeks after that memo was
written, then Chief of Staff of the
Army, General Schoomaker told the
Committee on Appropriations of the
funding shortfalls for MRAP procure-
ment. I will be honest here. I was genu-
inely surprised. It was clear to me that
this vehicle was essential and needed
to be fielded as quickly as possible. I
could not understand why funding was
not already in the supplemental.

I looked into it and found out that in
fiscal year 2006 and in the bridge fund
for fiscal year 2007, there was a total of
$1.354 million for MRAPs, but much
more was needed because this was a
new vehicle. Only one company was
making MRAPs then, and the military
was only ordering small amounts of
them.

In February 2007 the military ordered
and received 10 MRAPs. That is it. It
became clear to me that we needed to
do more to push this process.

The Marine Corps was running the
program for all of the services. They
told me that one issue was that the re-
quirements in the field had changed
dramatically—it started with a request
for 185 in May of 2006, then another
1,000 were requested in July, the total
went to 4,060 in November and to 6,728
in early February of 2007. By March,
the total need was thought to be 7,774
MRAPs for all four services. The plan
at the time was to spend $8.4 billion to
build those 7,774 MRAPs—$2.3 billion in
fiscal year 2007 and $6.1 billion in fiscal
year 2008. The administration, how-
ever, had not asked for $2.3 billion. De-
spite this, my colleagues on the Appro-
priations Committee put $2.5 billion in
their bill because they saw the need.

The Marine Corps believed that even
that plan was not aggressive enough
and that production could be acceler-
ated if more funding was moved to fis-
cal year 2007. So I asked my colleagues
to join me in adding another $1.5 bil-
lion to the wartime funding bill to
produce and field 2,500 more MRAPs by
December of 2007. I felt very strongly
that we had to accelerate things. Some
of you may remember that I came to
the Senate floor in a tuxedo, to explain
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how vital the funding was the night be-
fore the vote.

On March 29, 2007, we spoke as one.
The vote was 98 to 0 to add the $1.5 bil-
lion and give the MRAP program a
total of $4 billion. This Senate should
be congratulated for that decision.

We stood up and said, “We can do
better.”” We also made clear our agree-
ment with General Conway, who called
this effort ‘‘a moral imperative.”

I know that some had doubts. They
were concerned that the vehicles had
not been adequately tested and that
producers simply could not expand pro-
duction lines quickly enough. But in
the end we all agreed that we had to
take a chance on American industry
because our kids’ lives were at stake.

When the bill went into conference,
some of our colleagues in the House
had not yet realized how critical this
was and what a difference early fund-
ing could make to the production
schedule. So, the total in the final bill
sent to the President in late May was
reduced to $3.055 billion. The additional
funds were important, but equally im-
portant was the interest that the de-
bate sparked in the press.

Secretary Gates has said that he first
heard about the MRAP program after
reading a USA Today article. After
which, on May 2, he made the MRAP
program the Pentagon’s top acquisi-
tion priority. On June 1, he gave the
program a DX rating, giving it priority
for the acquisition of critical items
like steel and tires that multiple mili-
tary programs need. He also estab-
lished the MRAP Task Force to work
on any issues that might delay MRAP
production.

Despite Secretary Gates’s clear un-
derstanding of the need for MRAPSs, the
fiscal year 2008 wartime funding re-
quest from the administration was
only for $441 million. Four point one
billion was needed just to produce the
7,774 MRAPs. So, on May 17, I formally
asked the Armed Services Committee
and the Appropriations Committee to
provide the $4.1 billion needed. Again,
to my colleagues’ credit, 17 others
joined those requests and both Com-
mittees responded with the $4.1 billion
needed in the bills they presented to
the Senate.

At almost the same time, we began
to hear that the requirements in Iraq
had grown again. GEN Raymond
Odierno, commander of Multi-National
Forces—Iraq, indicated that he wanted
to replace all of the Army humvees in
Iraq with MRAPS. That would mean
the Army alone would need close to
17,700 MRAPs. The plan that we had
been trying to fund included only 2,500
MRAPs for the Army. That now ap-
peared to be 15,200 too few.

Given that MRAPs cost approxi-
mately $1 million per vehicle, that also
meant that at least $15.2 billion more
would be needed. We were now looking
at a total price tag of over $23 billion
for MRAPs, making the MRAP pro-
gram the third most expensive in the
entire defense budget.
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It was clear to me, and to many col-
leagues here, that more needed to be
done. Despite Secretary Gates’s com-
mitment to expedite production, there
still seemed to be a lack of urgency in
the administration and plenty of peo-
ple were still saying that more MRAPs
simply could not be produced quickly.
So on May 23 I called on the President
to personally engage so that the Na-
tion could meet the needs of our men
and women under fire.

I am sorry to say that we did not see
the President engage. To this day, we
must wonder how much faster we could
have moved if he had.

Instead, in early July, the Army fi-
nally said publicly that they needed
approximately 17,700 total MRAPs. The
Joint Requirement Oversight Council,
however, did not immediately approve
that change. So, Congress was once
again left knowing that the needs in
Iraq were growing but not having a
clear number or plan to meet the
needs.

In speeches I made last year, I talked
about some of the tensions within the
military that slowed down the MRAP
program, so I won’t go into those de-
tails today. For now I will only quote
Secretary Gates’s analysis from May 13
of this year: ‘“In fact, the expense of
the vehicles . . . may have been seen as
competing with the funding for future
weapons programs with strong con-
stituencies inside and outside the Pen-
tagon.”

Despite the frustration of not having
a clear plan, some things were going
well. The funding we had added to the
supplemental combined with the hard
work of the MRAP Task Force and
MRAP program management team was
making a difference. The Pentagon saw
clear increases in production capacity
and was ready to try to move faster. I
told you that in February 10 MRAPs
had been produced. In July, that num-
ber was up to 161—an amazing increase
but clearly nothing close to the level
needed to meet the requirement. The
Pentagon asked Congress to approve
moving $1.1656 billion from other mili-
tary programs to the MRAP program
to try to keep growing the production.
Congress agreed.

In July, I introduced an amendment
to the Defense authorization bill to
provide all of the funding that would be
needed to get the Army 17,700 MRAPs
and to deal with increased costs for the
original 7,774 MRAPs that the commit-
tees had funded. I was also concerned
that we were not moving fast enough
to provide protection from explosively
formed penetrators, EFPs, so I in-
cluded funds for that work as well. The
total amendment was for $25 billion,
which included $23.6 billion for 15,200
MRAPs, $1 billion for cost increases,
and $400 million for additional EFP
protection. My goal at the time was
very simple: to make absolutely clear
to the Pentagon and to MRAP pro-
ducers that Congress would provide all
of the funding needed for MRAPSs, up
front and without delay, so that we
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could get these lifesaving vehicles to
the front lines as quickly as possible.

That bill got delayed, but in the end,
there was unanimous approval on Sep-
tember 27 for my amendment adding
$23.6 billion to purchase 15,200 more
MRAPs. The final bill, passed by the
Senate on October 1, also raised the
basic amount from $4.1 billion to $5.783
billion to address the increased costs
for the 7,774 MRAPs already planned.

Three weeks later, October 23, the ad-
ministration finally came to Congress
and asked for $11 billion for 7,274 addi-
tional MRAPs for the Army. This offi-
cially made 15,374 the total request for
all services and was approximately
8,000 MRAPs less than the Army ap-
peared to need. However, at that time,
Army leaders were telling us that they
believed it was important to get
MRAPs into the field and see how well
they worked before committing to the
much larger number. Concerned about
this, I went to the floor again when it
was time to debate the Defense appro-
priations bill. Mr. President, $11.6 bil-
lion was included for MRAPs, and Sen-
ator INOUYE promised on the Senate
floor to closely monitor the Army
needs and he personally guaranteed
that if those additional vehicles were
needed, they would be funded.

By this time, production was truly
ramping up. In October, 453 MRAPs
were produced. By November we were
up to 842, and by December we were at
1,189 MRAPs. That means we got a
total of 3,355 MRAPs produced in 2007
even though in February, industry
could only make 10 per month. In the
span of 18 months, this program went
from trying to meet a requirement for
185 MRAPs to meeting the requirement
for 15,374 MRAPs. This Senate stepped
up and said we will meet the need. We
provided over $22.4 billion to give in-
dustry the ability to ramp up their pro-
duction ability.

When I argued in March that we
could deliver close to 8,000 MRAPs to
Iraq by February of 2008, some said it
was impossible. We came close. Five
thousand seven hundred and twelve
MRAPs had been produced by the end
of February.

As of this week, just under 8,300
MRAPs have been produced. More im-
portant, 4,664 are fielded and in the
hands of front line forces in Iraq and
456 are fielded in Afghanistan. The rest
are on the way, and we are producing
well over 1,000 per month.

Let me go back to where we started.
Something profoundly good happened
on this Senate floor last year. Last
year, we made it clear that we would
provide the best possible protection to
our troops. We recognized that this was
a matter of honor and a matter of life
and death. The results have been phe-
nomenal.

Secretary Gates said last Tuesday,
“MRAPs have performed. There have
been 150-plus attacks so far on MRAPs
and all but six soldiers have survived.
The casualty rate is one-third that of a
humvee, less than half that of an
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Abrams tank. These vehicles are saving
lives.”

MG Rick Lynch, commander of
Multi-National Division—Central,
which operates south of Baghdad, told
USA Today just over a month ago,
“The MRAPs, in addition to increasing
the survivability of our soldiers from
underbelly attacks, also have improved
force protection for EFP attacks as
well. So I've had EFPs hit my MRAPs
and the soldiers inside, in general
terms, are OK.” He also pointed out
that he had lost 140 soldiers, many in
up-armored HMMWYVs or Bradleys hit
by IEDs and said, ‘“‘“Those same kind of
attacks against MRAPs allow my sol-
diers to survive. I'm convinced of
that.”

And soldiers know it. On April 4, the
Atlanta Journal-Constitution quoted
SSG Jamie Linen of the 3rd Infantry
Division talking about using MRAPs in
the Baghdad area. He said, ‘It is the
one vehicle that gives us the con-
fidence to go out there. Nothing is in-
vincible here. You got tanks with three
feet of armor getting blown up. But the
MRAPs give us a sense of security.”

MRAPs have not only saved hundreds
of lives, they have also saved limbs.
The additional protection MRAPSs pro-
vide usually means that injuries are
less severe and complicated. That
means more soldiers, airmen, sailors,
and marines coming home and able to
return to the lives they left behind.
There is really no price too high to get
this result, so again, I want to con-
gratulate this Senate. What we did last
year to support the MRAP program
was not all that had to be done—the
program managers and producers also
had to do their part—but it was essen-
tial, and today, every day, it is lit-
erally saving American lives. What we
did today continues that effort.

We have no higher obligation than to

give those fighting for us the best pos-
sible protection. It is a sacred duty.
Today and last year, with the MRAP,
we fulfilled that duty, and I congratu-
late my colleagues.
e Mr. MCCAIN. Mr. President, before us
today is a supplemental appropriations
bill that would provide vital funding
for the men and women fighting val-
iantly on our behalf abroad. Yet in-
stead of acting on the needs of our
military in an expeditious and efficient
manner, we find ourselves considering
a bloated bill, loaded down with extra-
neous provisions unrelated to the ongo-
ing conflicts in Iraq and Afghanistan.
Sadly, this has become an unfortunate
and reoccurring trend in recent years.

Congress has an obligation to provide
our servicemen and women with the re-
sources they need to fulfill their mis-
sion. Yet we have, once again, chosen
to abrogate our duties and use this bill
as a vehicle to fund various domestic
projects that were not requested by the
President, nor are they authorized, and
have not been handled through the ap-
propriate legislative process.

The President has already stated his
intention to veto this measure if it ar-
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rives at his desk in its current form.
Rather than demonstrating true bipar-
tisanship and working together to
produce a bill that meets the needs of
our military and one that has the po-
tential of becoming law, the Senate in-
tends to pass a bill will be passed that
is sure to be met swiftly by the Presi-
dent’s veto pen, unnecessarily pro-
longing the delay in funding our
troops.

Let us not underestimate the neces-
sity of providing this funding to our
military promptly and the con-
sequences of delaying such payment. In
a recent letter to Congress, Under Sec-
retary of Defense Gordon England stat-
ed in no uncertain terms that if this
funding is not provided, ‘‘the Army will
run out of Military Personnel funds by
mid-June and Operation and Mainte-
nance (O&M) funds by early July.” In
order to deal with these depleted ac-
counts, the Department of Defense—
DoD—would be required to borrow
funds from other service branch ac-
counts, hampering ongoing DoD activi-
ties around the globe. Under Secretary
England goes on to state in his letter
that by late July, the entire Depart-
ment will have ‘“‘exhausted all avenues
of funding and will be unable to make
payroll for both military and civilian
personnel including those en-
gaged in Iraq and Afghanistan.”” Let us
understand what this means. If this ap-
propriations measure is not enacted in
a timely manner, thousands upon thou-
sands of men and women in uniform
will stop receiving a paycheck and our
ability to conduct operations through-
out the world will be severely re-
stricted.

When we should be working together
to produce a clean bill that provides
our servicemen and women with the
vital resources they need to fulfill
their duties, we have instead reverted
to the same old Washington habit of
loading spending bills with billions of
dollars going to unrequested, non-
emergency projects. Examples include:
$75 million not requested by the admin-
istration for expenses related to eco-
nomic impacts associated with com-
mercial fishery failures, fishery re-
source disasters, and regulation on
commercial fishing industries. This
comes after Congress appropriated $128
million in 2005 for commercial fishery
failures, $170 million in 2007 and in-
cluded an additional $170 million in the
Farm bill. Since 2005, Congress has pro-
vided almost $300 million for commer-
cial fisheries disasters not including
the $756 million in this supplemental
and the proposed $170 million from the
Farm bill. Additionally, questions re-
main by some commercial fishermen if
this funding can be used to offset high
gas prices which may be considered a
disaster. The disaster here is that the
American public isn’t receiving any as-
sistance on high gas prices.

Other examples are: $10 million not
requested by the administration for
Educational and Cultural Exchange
programs; $75 million not requested by
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the administration for rehabilitation
and restoration of Federal lands; more
than $4561 million not requested by the
administration for emergency highway
projects for disasters that occurred as
far back as Fiscal Year 2005; $210 mil-
lion not requested by the administra-
tion for the decennial census and $3.6
billion for 15 Air Force C-17 cargo air-
craft. We have looked to the adminis-
tration to inform Congressional budg-
etary decisions and the Department of
Defense has been quite clear regarding
the purchase of more of these cargo
aircraft—they do not want them, be-
cause there is no military ‘‘require-
ment’”’ for them and buying more C-17s
is contrary to the Pentagon’s current
budget plan. DOD Secretary Gates, the
DOD Deputy Secretary, and the De-
partment’s top acquisition official
have all stated that additional C-1T7s
were not necessary. Yet the Air Force
continues to appeal to the parochial in-
terests of Members of Congress, and
once again the taxpayers find them-
selves on the wrong end of a bad deci-
sion. I am troubled by the Air Force’s
apparent disregard for proper acquisi-
tion policy, practice and procedure and
seeming eagerness to further contrac-
tors’ interests. As evidence of this, the
Department of Defense Inspector Gen-
eral has an open investigation regard-
ing how senior Air Force officials may
have inappropriately solicited new or-
ders for C-17s contrary to the orders of
the President and the Secretary of De-
fense.

While I do not doubt the importance
some may see in the various provisions
included in the underlying bill, I
strongly disagree with their inclusion
in a war supplemental funding bill. In-
stead of attempting to hijack this vital
legislation, the authors of these extra-
neous provisions should pursue their
objectives through the normal legisla-
tive process and as part of appropriate
authorizing and spending vehicles.

I also want to express my concerns
about the authorizing legislation in-
cluded in this emergency supplemental
regarding veterans’ educations bene-
fits, commonly referred to as the Webb
bill. There have been a lot of misrepre-
sentations made about my position on
this issue—not only on the Senate floor
by the majority leader, who has alleged
that I think the Webb bill is ‘“‘too gen-
erous,” which is absolutely false, but
most recently in an ad by
VoteVets.org, which offers a complete
misrepresentation of the facts and is a
disservice to our Nation’s veterans. I
will once again attempt to set the
record straight.

I believe America has an obligation
to provide unwavering support to our
veterans, active duty servicemembers,
Guard and Reserves. Men and women
who have served their country deserve
the best education benefits we are able
to give them, and they deserve to re-
ceive them as quickly as possible and
in a manner that not only promotes re-
cruitment efforts, but also promotes
retention of servicemembers. I would
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think we could have near unanimous
support for such legislation and I am
confident that we will reach that point
in the days ahead. But adding a $52 bil-
lion mandatory spending program to
this war funding bill without any op-
portunity for amendments to improve
the measure is not the way to move
legislation nor will it expedite reach-
ing an agreement in an efficient man-
ner. Our vets deserve better than this.

On numerous occasions I have com-
mended Senators WEBB, HAGEL and
WARNER for their work to bring this
issue to the forefront of the Senate’s
attention. Their effort has been for a
worthy cause, but that does not make
it a perfect bill, nor should it be con-
sidered the only approach that best
meets the education needs of veterans
and servicemembers. In fact, the Con-
gressional Budget Office estimates that
if their bill is passed, it will harm re-
tention rates by nearly 20 percent.
That is the last thing we need when our
Nation is fighting the war on terror on
two fronts.

Senators GRAHAM, BURR and I, along
with 19 others, have a different ap-
proach, one that builds on the existing
Montgomery GI Bill to ensure rapid
implementation of increased benefits.
And, unlike S. 22, we think a revital-
ized program should focus on the entire
spectrum of military members who
make up the All Volunteer Force, from
the newest recruit to the career NCOs,
officers, reservists and National
Guardsmen, to veterans who have com-
pleted their service and retirees, as
well as the families of all of these indi-
viduals.

We need to take action to encourage
continued service in the military and
we can do that by granting a higher
education benefit for longer service.
And, we need to provide a meaningful,
unquestionable transferability feature
to allow the serviceman and woman to
have the option of transferring edu-
cation benefits to their children and
spouses. S. 22, unfortunately, does not
allow transferability. As a matter of
fact, 2 days ago, Senators WEBB and
WARNER agreed that transferability is
a serious matter that merited change.
What they proposed, however, does not
go far enough and would only provide
for a 2-year pilot program. Their ef-
forts underscore the need for debate
and further discussion on this impor-
tant issue. But I applaud them for ac-
knowledging the Congress needs to
take a proactive stance and allow
transferability of earned education
benefits to a spouse or children.

We cannot allow this important issue
to be hijacked by the anti-war crusade
funded by groups like MoveOn.org and
VetsVote.org who are running ads say-
ing that that I do not ‘‘respect their
service.”” The accusation is wrong, they
know that it is, and they should be
ashamed of what they are doing to all
veterans and servicemembers. I respect
every man and woman who have been
or are currently in uniform.

It is my hope that the proponents of
the pending veteran’s education bene-
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fits measures can join together to en-
sure that Congress enacts meaningful
legislation that the President will sign
and as soon as possible. Such legisla-
tion should address the reality of the
All Volunteer Force and ensure that we
pass a bill that does not induce service-
men and women to leave the military;
but instead bolsters retention so that
the services may retain quality serv-
icemen and women. It must be easily
understood and implemented and re-
sponsive to the needs not only of vet-
erans, but also of those who are serving
in the active duty forces, the Guard
and Reserve, and their families. Their
exemplary service to our nation, and
the sacrifice of their families, deserves
no less.

As we move forward with consider-
ation of this supplemental appropria-
tions legislation, we must remember to
whom we owe our allegiance—the sol-
diers, sailors, airmen and marines
fighting bravely on our behalf abroad.
These brave Americans need this ap-
propriation to carry out their vital
work, and we should have provided it
to them months ago. The Congress,
which authorized the wars in Iraq and
Afghanistan, has an obligation to give
our troops everything they need to pre-
vail in their missions. Unfortunately,
it seems we have failed to live up to
this obligation today, instead pro-
ducing a bill fraught with wasteful
spending more attuned to political in-
terests instead of the interests of our
military men and women.e®

Mr. CARDIN. Mr. President, we are
here today—after more than 5 years,
4,000 American lives lost, 30,000 wound-
ed, and nearly $600 billion spent—to
discuss funding for the wars in Iraq and
Afghanistan.

I have always believed invading Iraq
was a mistake. I voted against grant-
ing our President that authority in
2002. I have opposed, from the begin-
ning the way this administration car-
ried out that effort once begun. Last
year, when the 2007 emergency supple-
mental appropriations bill came before
the Senate, I, along with a majority of
my colleagues, passed a bill that would
have brought our troops home. The
President chose to veto that bill. If he
had signed it, most of our troops would
be home today.

Instead, we now have more troops in
Iraq than we did more than 5 years ago
when President Bush declared our mis-
sion accomplished. The grave costs of
his aimless strategy continue to plague
us both at home and abroad.

Former President John F. Kennedy
said, ‘“To govern is to choose.” Presi-
dent Bush has repeatedly chosen to
pursue his war in Iraq, despite its costs
to our nation. After voters sent an
overwhelming message that they want-
ed a different direction, President Bush
charged full steam ahead. In his ‘“New
Way Forward’” speech on January 10,
2007, President Bush announced his de-
cision to place more troops in Iraq.

But even the President recognized,
and I quote, ‘A successful strategy for
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Iraq goes beyond military operations.
Ordinary Iraqi citizens must see that
military operations are accompanied
by visible improvements in their neigh-
borhoods and communities. So America
will hold the Iraqi government to the
benchmarks it has announced.”’
“America’s commitment,” he said, ‘‘is
not open-ended.”

As General Petraeus stated in a
March Washington Post interview, ‘‘no
one” in the U.S. and Iraqi Govern-
ments ‘‘feels that there has been suffi-
cient progress by any means in the
area of national reconciliation,” or in
the provision of basic public services.
And, in fact, only 3 of the 18 bench-
marks the Iraqi Government and our
Government agreed were important
have been fully accomplished.

President Bush, however, has not
held the Iraqi Government accountable
for its failures as he promised. Instead,
he has asked for over $170 billion to
stay the present course: arming oppos-
ing militias, meddling in intra-Shi’a
violence, and tinkering around the
edges of the growing refugee crisis. The
President wants money for his war, but
says he will veto any conditions on
those funds or any additional funds
this Congress offers for the other ur-
gent needs that face our Nation’s
troops, our Nation’s families, and our
Nation’s economy.

To govern is to choose. I believe it is
past time for a more comprehensive
strategy in Iraq under which our cur-
rent, unsustainable military presence
evolves into a longer term diplomatic
role. I believe it is past time to hold
President Bush to his promise that
American support to the Iraqi Govern-
ment is not open ended.

So I will vote against providing any
additional funds for this war until we
have a new mission for our Armed
Forces. I will also vote against a provi-
sion that merely suggests a new mis-
sion for United States forces in Iraq.
The time for suggestions, pleas, and
protests has passed. The President has
demonstrated that these fall on deaf
ears.

Because our troops remain mired in
an Iraqi civil war, we as a nation re-
main distracted from efforts to combat
terrorists and extremists in Afghani-
stan and Pakistan where they pose the
greatest threat. We have stretched our
military too thin. We have pushed our
troops too far. Beyond the priceless
cost in life and limb, the nearly $600
billion and counting we have spent in
Iraq has kept us from rebuilding the
gulf coast, improving our infrastruc-
ture, fixing our schools, and providing
quality health care for all.

So far, Maryland has paid over $10
billion for the war in Iraq. With just
that share of the cost of the war we
could have:

Provided over 2 million people with
health care;

Powered over 9 million homes with
energy from renewable sources;

Put over 200,000 new public safety of-
ficers on the street;
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Given over 1 million students schol-
arships to university; or

Allowed over 1 million children a
brighter beginning in Head Start.

To govern is to choose. I am proud to
vote for provisions, above and beyond
the President’s request, that will pro-
vide additional funds for barracks im-
provements, restore $1.2 billion in
BRAC military construction funding,
and provide nearly $440 million to con-
struct world class VA polytrauma cen-
ters.

I am especially pleased to vote to
provide veterans returning from Iraq
and Afghanistan with a new level of
educational benefits that will cover the
full costs of an education at a State in-
stitution. President Bush and some of
my colleagues say the benefit is too
generous. But this country provided
our troops a similar opportunity after
World War II. That investment created
a generation of great leaders and an
economic boom that transformed our
country.

A new GI bill allows a new genera-
tion of brave men and women to fulfill
their dreams and adjust to civilian life.
That is an opportunity we owe veterans
who this administration has asked to
serve extended and repeated combat
tours. A new GI bill is also a wise in-
vestment; it allows our economy to
fully benefit from these veterans’ tal-
ent, leadership, and experience.

I believe that the Iraqi refugee crisis,
international disasters in China and
Myanmar as well as an international
food crisis require bold action by our
government. I am proud to support sig-
nificant additional aid to Jordan who
has accepted hundreds of thousands of
Iraqi refugees, as well as disaster as-
sistance and global food aid above and
beyond the President’s request.

We have an obligation to respond to
the growing economic crisis and the
needs it has created for American fami-
lies. People are losing their homes and
their jobs, and along with those jobs,
their health care. Since March 2007, the
number of unemployed has increased
by 1.1 million workers. I find it unbe-
lievable that the President would
threaten to veto emergency assistance
for Americans in crisis.

So I am happy that this Senate has
ignored the President’s veto threats
and I support provisions that extend
unemployment benefits by 13 weeks for
all the nation’s workers and by an ad-
ditional 13 weeks in those States with
the highest unemployment rates. Ex-
tending unemployment benefits helps
families. That is critically important.
But it will also help our economy.
Economists estimate that every dollar
spent on benefits leads to $1.64 in eco-
nomic growth.

The bill extends a freeze on seven
Medicaid rules issued by the adminis-
tration that would have put a tremen-
dous burden on State and local budgets
already under pressure and affected ac-
cess to services for Marylanders and
Americans all around the country. This
bill also makes critical investments in
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our infrastructure including roads,
dams, and levees; increases energy as-
sistance by $1 billion to low-income
Americans facing skyrocketing fuel
prices; and provides commercial fish-
ery disaster assistance that could help
Maryland’s watermen.

These are only a few of the critical
investments this bill makes in our Na-
tion. With this emergency supple-
mental legislation, we chose to address
many of the most pressing issues of our
time.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, 64 years
ago, President Franklin Roosevelt
signed legislation that would change
the course of American history and
greatly enrich the lives of millions of
our country’s finest minds and bravest
souls. That day, President Roosevelt
said that the bill ‘“‘Gives emphatic no-
tice to the men and women in our
Armed Forces that the American peo-
ple do not intend to let them down.”’

Since 1944, nearly 8 million veterans
have benefitted from the GI bill. Near-
ly 8 million men and women, home
from war, provided with the oppor-
tunity to advance their education, get
better jobs, and afford a brighter future
for themselves and their families.
Among them, seven now serve in the
United States Senate: DAN AKAKA grad-
uated from the University of Hawaii,
CHUCK HAGEL graduated from the Uni-
versity of Nebraska at Omaha, DAN
INOUYE graduated from the University
of Hawaii and George Washington Law
School, FRANK LAUTENBERG graduated
from Columbia University, TED STE-
VENS graduated from UCLA and Har-
vard Law School, JOHN WARNER grad-
uated from Washington and Lee and
the University of Virginia Law School,
and JIM WEBB, a Naval Academy alum-
nus, graduated from Georgetown Law
School.

There is no doubt that if you ask any
of these seven distinguished Ameri-
cans, they would tell you that along
with hard work, the GI bill was a major
reason for their success.

The 8 million veterans on the GI bill
became an army of prosperity here at
home. They became doctors, teachers,
scientists, architects, and, like the
seven I mentioned, public servants.
They saved lives, built cities, enriched
young minds and expanded the oppor-
tunities available to a new generation
of Americans.

Every dollar invested in the GI bill
by the Government returns $7 to our
economy—and the returns on our cul-
tural prosperity are impossible to cal-
culate.

In his time, President Roosevelt
promised to never let our troops down.
Now it is our time to do the same. The
new GI bill, sponsored by Senator WEBB
and cosponsored by nearly 60 Senators,
Democrats and Republicans alike, does
just that. It increases educational ben-
efits to all members of the military
who have served on active duty since
September 11, including reservists and
National Guard and it covers college
expenses to match the full cost of an
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in-state public school, plus books and a
monthly stipend for housing. This is a
bipartisan accomplishment we can all
be proud to support.

A small minority of voices in the
Bush administration oppose it on the
faulty logic that it would decrease re-
tention rates. On the contrary, there is
every reason to believe that it would
increase recruitment rates.

I urge all of my colleagues to support
this crucial bipartisan bill—supported
by those among us who have served and
understand the military best.

Democrats are committed to hon-
oring our troops in deeds and not just
words. This call should be a cause for
all of us. Passing this new GI bill will
send that message loud and clear.

Once this GI bill reaches the Presi-
dent’s desk, I urge him to do the right
thing for our troops and veterans by
quickly signing it into law.

Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, how
much time remains on both sides?

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
BROWN). The Democratic side has 8
minutes 45 seconds remaining; the Re-
publican side has 27% minutes.

Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the remaining
time on our side be reserved.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The Senator from Mississippi is rec-
ognized.

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, we had
understood that there was a Senator or
two on our side who wanted to be rec-
ognized before we go to a vote on this
issue. But pending their arrival, I sug-
gest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. GREGG. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. GREGG. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Senator
from Mississippi yield me 4 minutes off
the bill.

Mr. COCHRAN. I am happy to yield
the distinguished Senator 4 minutes off
the time allotted to the Republicans.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Hampshire is recog-
nized.

Mr. GREGG. I rise to speak about one
specific element of the next four votes
which has been come to be known as
the Webb GI bill; a sincere attempt and
a positive effort to try address to the
issue of updating the GI benefits.

I regret that that bill is being
brought up in isolation and is not being
juxtaposed with the Graham-Burr-
McCain bill which also does the same
thing, only does it in a much better
way. I strongly support the Graham-
Burr approach, which does not under-
mine retention while expanding bene-
fits, the GI benefits to veterans.

The problem with the Webb bill, as
the Secretary of Defense has said, and
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senior leadership in the military have
said, is the bill will undermine our
ability to retain personnel in the mili-
tary. That has also been the conclusion
of CRS. The reason is because it has
such a high incentive for people to
leave the military after their first tour
of duty in the military in order to take
advantage of the educational benefits.

The Graham bill, on the other hand,
takes a different approach. It gives
even more generous benefits, in many
ways, especially to the families of GIs,
people serving in the military, but at
the same time it increases those bene-
fits with the more years you serve.

So the benefits go from $1,5600 after 3
years of service, up to $2,000 after 12
years of service, and the ability to take
those benefits and give them to your
children or to your spouse is also au-
thorized in the Graham bill, which does
not occur in the Webb bill.

That seems to me to be proper ap-
proach here. We do not want to under-
mine retention as we address the issue
of improving benefits for people who
serve in the military for us. This does
not seem to me to be rocket science. It
seems to me we should be able to get
these two bills together, merge them in
a way that produces this sort of a posi-
tive response where we significantly
expand the benefit to people who have
served us, for the ability to get edu-
cational benefits after they leave the
service but at the same time do it in a
way that does not undermine the ca-
pacity of the military to retain quality
people.

When the Secretary of Defense says
this is going to cost us quality people,
he is talking about national defense.
These are the folks who have been
trained to have the skills, who are ex-
traordinary professionals whom we
want to encourage to stay in the mili-
tary. We do not want to create a sys-
tem where we actually encourage them
to leave the military.

The Graham-Burr bill takes the ap-
proach of encouraging these folks to
stay in the military and allow the ben-
efits to accrue and grow so they can
use them or their family members can
use them. Thus, I think that is a much
more positive and appropriate ap-
proach. So setting up the Webb bill as
a freestanding vote without any
amendments—that is the structure we
have got here on the floor, no amend-
ments to the Webb bill; it hasn’t gone
through committee, it has not gomne
through regular order, it is being
brought to the floor to make a political
statement—Dbasically is not construc-
tive to getting the best product and the
best benefits for our GIs, and also the
best bill to make sure we have the
strong and vibrant military in order to
defend ourselves and have a strong na-
tional defense.

Regrettably I have to vote against
the Webb bill until we can get it in a
posture where it addresses the issue of
retention, where it addresses the issues
raised by the Secretary of Defense,
raised by the military leaders who
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work for the Defense Department, and
raised by our own congressional study
groups. Hopefully we can step back
from this issue and do it right and do it
in a cooperative way that will actually
accomplish the goals which we all
want, which is to significantly extend
and expand benefits for education to
people who serve us in the military,
and at the same time encourage reten-
tion, at the same time allow these ben-
efits to be passed down to the children
of the persons serving us if that is their
choice.

I wanted to make that point clear
prior to this vote. I appreciate the
courtesy of the Senator from Mis-
sissippi.

I yield back to the Senator from Mis-
sissippi any time I have. I yield the
floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Washington is recognized.

Mrs. MURRAY. I ask unanimous con-
sent that 5 minutes be allocated to the
chairman of the Appropriations Com-
mittee, Senator BYRD, and that the
time be added to the base time on our
side.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The President pro tempore is recog-
nized.

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, last week
the Senate Appropriations Committee
met for 3% hours and reported respon-
sible legislation that supports the
troops, sets a goal for reducing the
scope of the mission in Iraq, honors our
veterans, and helps Americans to cope
with a sagging economy.

The bill includes $10 billion of domes-
tic funding not requested by the Presi-
dent, less than what the President
spends in Iraq in 1 month. Yet the
President has threatened to veto the
bill if it is one thin dime—one thin
dime—over his, the President’s—your
President, my President, our Presi-
dent—request. He wants this Congress
to approve another $5.6 billion—that is
$5.60 for every minute since Jesus
Christ was born—to rebuild Iraq. Yes,
he wants this Congress to approve an-
other $5.6 billion to rebuild Iraq, de-
spite the fact that Iraq has huge—I
mean huge—surpluses from excess o0il
revenues. He wants funding for Mexico.
He wants funding for Central America.
But the President says he will veto the
bill if we add funding for bridges in Bir-
mingham or for help with the high cost
of energy bills in Maine or to fight
crime in U.S. towns and cities or to aid
Katrina victims.

Just yesterday the Director of the
Office of Management and Budget re-
peated the silly assertion that by tak-
ing care of America, we hold funding
for the troops hostage. This is pure—I
am sorry to say, something like horse
manure—nonsense. Our legislation in-
cludes funds that the President did not
request for health care for our troops,
for Guard and Reserve equipment, for
building and repairing barracks, and
for training the Afghans to fight for
their own security.
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In the amendment on which we are
about to vote, we honor those who have
served America by increasing edu-
cational benefits for our veterans. We
extend unemployment benefits by an-
other 13 weeks. We honor promises
made to the victims of Hurricane
Katrina. We roll back Medicaid regula-
tions that our Nation’s Governors be-
lieve disrupt health coverage for our
most vulnerable citizens. We respond
to dramatic increases in food prices by
increasing funding for the Global Food
Aid Program. We also provide humani-
tarian relief to disaster victims in
China, Bangladesh, and in Burma.

This amendment includes provisions
that have broad bipartisan support,
such as funding for Byrne grants and
the Rural Schools Program, which runs
out of money on June 30, 2008. In the
last 18 months, the President has des-
ignated 62 disaster grants for floods in
32 States. Yet the President has not re-
quested funding to repair levees, leav-
ing our citizens in Arkansas, Missouri,
Louisiana, and other States vulnerable
to more flooding. We fund those re-
pairs.

This is responsible legislation that
supports our troops, honors our vet-
erans, and helps our citizens to cope
with a troubled economy. I urge adop-
tion of the pending amendment.

Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, on be-
half of all of our colleagues, I thank
the distinguished Senator from West
Virginia for his work on this appropria-
tions bill and for taking into account
all of the important needs across this
country in presenting this amendment.
I thank him for his words today as
well.

How much time remains on our side?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Washington has 6% minutes,
and the Senator from Mississippi has 19
minutes 50 seconds.

Who yields time?

Mrs. MURRAY. I yield 5 minutes to
the Senator from Illinois.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Illinois is recognized for 5
minutes.

Mr. OBAMA. Mr. President, at the
end of the Second World War, this
country thanked a generation of re-
turning heroes for their service by giv-
ing them the chance to attend college
on the GI bill. Stanley Dunham, my
grandfather, was one of the young men
who got that chance. More than half a
century later, we face the largest
homecoming since then, at a time
when the costs of college have never
been higher.

Senator WEBB, a former marine him-
self, along with the leaders of both par-
ties, have introduced a 21st century GI
bill that would give this generation of
returning heroes the same chance at an
affordable college education that we
gave the ‘‘greatest generation.”

We have asked so much of our brave
young men and women. We have sent
them on tour after tour of duty to Iraq
and Afghanistan. They have risked
their lives and left their families and
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served this country brilliantly. It is
our moral duty as Americans to serve
them as well as they have served us.
This GI bill is an important way to do
that.

I know there are some who have ar-
gued that this will have an impact on
retention rates. I firmly believe—and I
think it has been argued eloquently on
this side—that in the long term, this
will strengthen our military and im-
prove the number of people who are in-
terested in volunteering to serve.

I respect Senator JOHN MCCAIN’s
service to our country. He is one of
those heroes of which I speak. But I
cannot understand why he would line
up behind the President in his opposi-
tion to this GI bill. I can’t believe why
he believes it is too generous to our
veterans. I could not disagree with him
and the President more on this issue.

There are many issues that lend
themselves to partisan posturing, but
giving our veterans the chance to go to
college should not be one of them. I am
proud that so many Democrats and Re-
publicans have come together to sup-
port this bill. I would also note that
the first GI bill was not just good for
the veterans and their families, but it
was good for the entire country. It
helped to build our middle class. When-
ever we invest in the best and the
brightest, all of us end up benefiting,
all of us end up prospering.

I urge my Senate colleagues to give
those who have defended America the
chance to achieve their dream. I com-
mend Senator WEBB and the many vet-
eran service organizations that have
worked so tirelessly on this issue.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, I yield
the remaining time to the Senator
from Vermont.

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I com-
mend the Senator from Illinois for his
statement. I appreciate that he men-
tioned his grandfather and others who
were helped by the GI bill of rights.
There are so many people I know in
Vermont who were able to get an edu-
cation because of that bill.

I also commend the Senator from
Washington State. As always, she car-
ries out Herculean tasks on this floor
and does it in the best tradition of the
Senate.

I thank Chairman BYRD and Senator
COCHRAN for their work on this supple-
mental bill.

The Appropriations Committee has a
long tradition of bipartisanship, and
the two leaders, the Republican leader
and the Democratic leader, have al-
ways demonstrated that, just as I have
tried in the Foreign Operations sub-
committee, working with Senator
GREGG and his staff. We worked closely
together to make difficult choices, in-
cluding finding funds for urgent hu-
manitarian needs that the President’s
budget overlooked.

For the first time, we require the
Government of Iraq, which has an oil
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surplus—with oil selling for over $120 a
barrel—to match U.S. funds dollar for
dollar. It is time for Iraq to pay a larg-
er share of its own reconstruction. This
requirement, included by Senator
GREGG and myself, would lessen the
burden on American taxpayers.

We provide $450 million to Mexico
and Central America, to help our
neighbors to the south combat the drug
cartels. This is the first down payment
on a multi-year program. I spoke in
this chamber at greater length about
the Merida Initiative yesterday.

We have significantly increased fund-
ing for refugees, including Iraqi refu-
gees. I thank Senator GREGG for help-
ing us provide $650 million for assist-
ance for Jordan, and I thank Senator
EDWARD KENNEDY for the money in-
cluded for Iraqi refugees. Thanks to
Senators BIDEN and LUGAR, the bill in-
cludes essential authority to enable
the administration to help dismantle
North Korea’s nuclear facilities.

As other Senators have mentioned,
this bill also provides funds for critical
domestic needs, from repairing decay-
ing infrastructure in America to dis-
aster relief for American victims of
floods, tornadoes, and other disasters.
We are helping to rebuild Iraq and Af-
ghanistan, but we are also providing
funds to help the American people the
President’s budget left out. I wish the
President had considered these needs in
his supplemental request. He wants to
fix roads in Afghanistan, but we also
need to fix roads in America. He wants
to repair infrastructure in Iraq, but we
need to repair infrastructure in Amer-
ica. My State and the States of every
Senator are waiting for help from the
Federal Government. Working to-
gether, both parties, we have addressed
important national security interests,
but we have also addressed the urgent
needs of the American people at home.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time
of the majority has expired. Who yields
time?

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, I sug-
gest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The senior Senator from Mississippi
is recognized.

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, we are
prepared to yield back the remainder
of the time on the bill on this side.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time
is yield back.

All time has expired.

Under the previous order, the cloture
motion with respect to the motion to
concur in House amendment No. 2 with
amendment No. 4803 is withdrawn, and
amendment No. 4804 is withdrawn.

The question is on agreeing to the
motion to concur in House amendment
No. 2 to the Senate amendment to H.R.
2642 with amendment No. 4803.

S4741

The yeas and nays have been ordered.

The clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk called
the roll.

Mr. DURBIN. I announce that the
Senator from Massachusetts (Mr. KEN-
NEDY) is necessarily absent.

Mr. KYL. The following Senators are
necessarily absent: the Senator from
Oklahoma (Mr. COBURN) and the Sen-
ator from Arizona (Mr. MCCAIN).

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
TESTER). Are there any other Senators
in the Chamber desiring to vote?

The result was announced—yeas 75,
nays 22, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 137 Leg.]

YEAS—T5
Akaka Feingold Nelson (NE)
Baucus Feinstein Obama
Bayh Hagel Pryor
Biden Harkin Reed
Bingaman Hutchison Reid
Bond Inhofe Roberts
Boxer Inouye Rockefeller
Brown Isakson Salazar
Byrd Johnson Sanders
Cantwell Kerry Schumer
Cardin Klobuchar Shelby
Carper Kohl Smith
Casey Landrieu Snowe
Chambliss Lautenberg Specter
Clinton Leahy Stabenow
Coleman Levin Stevens
Collins Lieberman Sununu
Conrad Lincoln Tester
Craig Martinez Thune
Crapo McCaskill Vitter
Dodd Menendez Warner
Dole Mikulski Webb
Domenici Murkowski Whitehouse
Dorgan Murray Wicker
Durbin Nelson (FL) Wyden

NAYS—22
Alexander Corker Hatch
Allard Cornyn Kyl
Barrasso DeMint Lugar
Bennett Ensign McConnell
Brownback Enzi Sessions
Bunning Graham Voinovich
Burr Grassley
Cochran Gregg

NOT VOTING—3

Coburn Kennedy McCain

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order requiring 60 votes
for the adoption of this motion, the
motion to concur with an amendment
is agreed to.

Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, I
move to reconsider the vote.

Mr. REID. I move to lay that motion
on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

AMENDMENT NO. 4816

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I move to
concur in House amendment No. 1,
with an amendment, which is at the
desk.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Nevada [Mr. REID] moves
to concur in the amendment of the House
No. 1 to the amendment of the Senate to
H.R. 2642, with an amendment numbered
4816.

(The amendment is printed in today’s
RECORD under ‘“‘Text of Amendments.”’)

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Vermont is recognized.

Mr. SANDERS. Mr. President, I raise
a point of order that chapter 3, section
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11312, of the General Provision title
violates paragraph 4 of Senate rule XVI
in the Reid motion to concur in the

House amendment No. 1, with an
amendment.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The

point of order is sustained, and the mo-
tion to concur to the amendment falls.

The majority leader is recognized.

AMENDMENT NO. 4817

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I move to
concur in House amendment No. 1,
with an amendment, which is at the
desk.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report the amendment.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Nevada [Mr. REID] moves
to concur in the amendment of the House
No. 1 to the amendment of the Senate to
H.R. 2642, with an amendment numbered
4817.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that reading of the
amendment be dispensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

(The amendment is printed in today’s
RECORD under ‘‘Text of Amendments.”’)

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask for
the yeas and nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second? There is a sufficient
second.

The question is on agreeing to the
motion to concur in House amendment
No. 1 to the Senate amendment to H.R.
2642 with an amendment No. 4817.

The clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll.

Mr. DURBIN. I announce that the
Senator from Massachusetts (Mr. KEN-
NEDY) is necessarily absent.

Mr. KYL. The following Senators are
necessarily absent: the Senator from
Oklahoma (Mr. COBURN) and the Sen-
ator from Arizona (Mr. MCCAIN).

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there
any other Senators in the Chamber de-
siring to vote?

The result was announced—yeas 34,
nays 63, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 138 Leg.]

YEAS—34
Akaka Dorgan Nelson (NE)
Baucus Hagel Pryor
Bayh Inouye Reed
Biden Johnson Rockefeller
Bingaman Kohl Salazar
Byrd Landrieu Smith
Cantwell Levin Snowe
Carper Lincoln
Casey McCaskill ,?Zi:s;l ow
Collins Mikulski Voinovich
Conrad Murray
Dole Nelson (FL)

NAYS—63
Alexander Corker Harkin
Allard Cornyn Hatch
Barrasso Craig Hutchison
Bennett Crapo Inhofe
Bond DeMint Isakson
Boxer Dodd Kerry
Brown Domenici Klobuchar
Brownback Durbin Kyl
Bunning Ensign Lautenberg
Burr Enzi Leahy
Cardin Feingold Lieberman
Chambliss Feinstein Lugar
Clinton Graham Martinez
Cochran Grassley McConnell
Coleman Gregg Menendez
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Murkowski Sessions Vitter
Obama, Shelby Warner
Reid Specter Webb
Roberts Stevens Whitehouse
Sanders Sununu Wicker
Schumer Thune Wyden
NOT VOTING—3
Coburn Kennedy McCain

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order requiring 60 votes
for adoption of this motion, the motion
to concur with an amendment is with-
drawn.

The majority leader.

Mr. WHITEHOUSE. Mr. President, I
rise to discuss my vote against the pre-
vious amendment which both appro-
priated $165 billion to continue the
tragic and misguided war in Iraq, and
also included a number of provisions
relating to our policies regarding Iraq.
I favor many of the policy provisions
contained in the amendment, such as
requirements that the Iraqi govern-
ment share in some of the costs of the
war and a prohibition against the es-
tablishment of permanent military
bases in Iraq. I commend my Demo-
cratic colleagues in the Appropriations
Committee, including my good friend
and distinguished colleague from
Rhode Island, JACK REED, for their
work on these laudable provisions. I
also strongly support the provision
that requires our intelligence agencies
to give access to detainees to the Inter-
national Committee of the Red Cross. I
have worked closely with my col-
leagues on the Intelligence Committee
on this important provision, which is
designed to end secret detentions.

While I fully supported some of the
policy provisions in the amendment, I
could not vote to fund this war in the
absence of a firm and enforceable
timeline for withdrawal. Unfortu-
nately, it appears that the Republican
minority remains intent on filibus-
tering any attempts to mandate a
rapid and responsible redeployment of
our troops from Iraq. I, along with
thousands of Rhode Islanders who have
contacted me on this critical issue, op-
pose spending $4,000 per second on a
war that has diminished our national
security and damaged our standing in
the world. I am hopeful that, under a
new President, we can work together
to bring an end to this war.

AMENDMENT NO. 4818

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I move to
concur in House amendment No. 1 with
an amendment which is at the desk.

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Nevada [Mr. REID] moves
to concur in the amendment of the House
No. 1 to the amendment of the Senate to
H.R. 2642 with an amendment numbered 4818.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the reading of the
amendment be dispensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

(The amendment is printed in today’s
RECORD under ‘‘Text of Amendments.’’)

Mr. REID. I now ask for the yeas and
nays.

The

May 22, 2008

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

There is a sufficient second.

The question is on agreeing to the
motion to concur with House amend-
ment No. 1 to the amendment of the
Senate to H.R. 2642 with amendment
No. 4818.

The clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk called
the roll.

Mr. DURBIN. I announce that the
Senator from Massachusetts (Mr. KEN-
NEDY) and the Senator from Illinois
(Mr. OBAMA) are necessarily absent.

Mr. KYL. The following Senators are
necessarily absent: the Senator from
Oklahoma (Mr. COBURN) and the Sen-
ator from Arizona (Mr. MCCAIN).

The result was announced—yeas 70,
nays 26, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 139 Leg.]

YEAS—T0

Akaka Dole Mikulski
Alexander Domenici Murkowski
Allard Dorgan Nelson (FL)
Barrasso Ensign Nelson (NE)
Baucus Enzi Pryor
Bayh Graham Roberts
Bennett Grassley Rockefeller
Biden Gregg N
Brownback Hatch

X . Shelby
Bunning Hutchison
Burr Inhofe Snowe
Carper Inouye Specter
Casey Isakson Stabenow
Chambliss Johnson Stevens
Cochran Kyl Sununu
Coleman Landrieu Tester
Collins Levin Thune
Conrad Lieberman Vitter
Corker Lincoln Voinovich
Cornyn Lugar Warner
Craig Martinez Webb
Crapo McCaskill Wicker
DeMint McConnell

NAYS—26
Bingaman Feingold Murray
Boxer Feinstein Reed
Brown Harkin Reid
Byrd Kerry Sanders
Cantwell Klobuchar Schumer
Cardin Kohl Smith
Clinton Lautenberg Whitehouse
Dodd Leahy
Durbin Menendez Wyden
NOT VOTING—4

Coburn McCain
Kennedy Obama

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order requiring 60 votes
for adoption of this motion, the motion
to concur with an amendment is agreed
to.

Under the previous order, the motion
to reconsider is considered made and
laid on the table.

The majority leader is recognized.

———

ORDER OF PROCEDURE

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I am going
to ask for consent, in a few minutes, to
have the override of the farm bill occur
at 2 o’clock today. Senator GREGG will
have 15 minutes, Senator CHAMBLISS
and Senator HARKIN will have 15 min-
utes divided between them, a total of 30
minutes. That debate will take place
before 2 o’clock, and at 2 o’clock we
will vote.
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I also inform all Members we still
don’t have particulars resolved on the
budget. There are a number of alter-
natives. We can’t do anything on it
until we get the legislation from the
House. They are going to take that up
sometime this afternoon. As I said, the
alternatives are, when it gets here we
run out—I think there was at least a
gentleman’s agreement, although not
on the record, that the 4 hours we used
yesterday would run against the 10
hours, so we would have 6 hours to
complete that today. We would vote
sometime this evening on that. That is
one alternative.

The other alternative is to consider
all talking over with. I am sure we
need to hear more on the budget, but
that would be one alternative. We
could come back after the recess at a
time—when a vote is this close I think
I need authority to determine when the
vote would take place, but we would
have 15 minutes of debate on that, and
then we would vote on the budget. So
that is what we are working on. We do
not have it done yet.

Mr. McCONNELL. If the majority
leader would yield for a question.

Mr. REID. I will be happy to.

Mr. MCCONNELL. Is the Senator sug-
gesting we do the farm bill around 2?

Mr. REID. Yes. I say to my distin-
guished colleague, counterpart, we
would complete the debate on that and
that debate would be 15 minutes with
Senator GREGG, 15 minutes divided be-
tween Senators HARKIN and CHAMBLISS,
a total of 30 minutes. We would do that
in the next hour and 10 minutes and
then vote at 2 o’clock.

Mr. MCCONNELL. That would be the
last vote prior to—

Mr. REID. That, I say to my friend,
we don’t have resolved yet. We have to
work out the time on the budget. I
think, even though it is early Thursday
and we are used to working late on
Thursday and most all day Friday, we
could make an exception and try to get
out somewhat early on Thursday. But
we have to work that out with you
folks, as to how we would do the time.
We could ask for a show of hands, ask-
ing if we want to finish, if we should
have the vote tonight. I don’t think the
show of hands would be helpful to what
I wish to accomplish. So we are going
to try to do the second alternative, use
all the time; when we come back, we
will have a time certain—mnot a time
certain but fairly certain—and we will
try to have it on Monday or Tuesday
when we get back, to have a vote on
passage of the budget.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that, when the Senate considers
the conference report to accompany S.
Con. Res. 70, the budget resolution—

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Can we
have order in the Chamber, please. The
majority leader.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I am going
to offer two unanimous consent re-
quests. If they are both approved, then
we will have no more votes today,
other than the one on the override of
the President’s veto on the farm bill.
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UNANIMOUS CONSENT
AGREEMENT—H.R. 2419

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent the Senate proceed to
the veto message on H.R. 2419 and there
be 1 hour of debate—we picked up a
half hour. That is what happens when
you take a little time off.

I ask unanimous consent that the
Senate now proceed to the veto mes-
sage on H.R. 2419, there be 1 hour of de-
bate, divided as follows: 15 minutes
equally divided between Senators
CHAMBLISS and HARKIN or their des-
ignees, 15 minutes under the control of
Senator GREGG, and the remaining 30
minutes to be divided between the
leaders or their designees; that upon
the yielding back or use of that time,
the message be set aside until 2
o’clock; that at 2 o’clock the Senate
proceed to vote on passage of the bill,
the objections of the President to the
contrary notwithstanding, with no in-
tervening action or debate.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

———

UNANIMOUS CONSENT
AGREEMENT—S. CON. RES. 70

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I now ask
unanimous consent that when the Sen-
ate considers the conference report to
accompany S. Con. Res. 70, the concur-
rent budget resolution, all statutory
time be yielded back except for 15 min-
utes to be equally divided and con-
trolled between the chair and ranking
member; that upon the use or yielding
back of that time, the vote on the
adoption of the conference report occur
at a time to be determined by the ma-
jority leader, following consultation
with the Republican leader.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I would say
one thing. It appears we do much bet-
ter when we don’t have debate between
votes. See how fast it went today. I
think all the talking does is confuse us.

I suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

FOOD, CONSERVATION, AND EN-
ERGY ACT OF 2008—VETO—Contin-
ued

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the clerk will re-
port the veto message on H.R. 2419.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

Veto message to accompany H.R. 2419, en-
titled an Act to provide for the continuation
of agricultural programs through fiscal year
2012, and for other purposes.

Mr. HARKIN. Parliamentary inquiry:
I understand under the agreement, we
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each have T% minutes; that Senator
GREGG has 15 minutes; and the two
leaders have reserved 15 minutes each?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is correct.

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, again
for Senators and those staff who are
watching, now we are on the override
of the veto of the farm bill conference
report we passed here last week.

To remind everyone, that bill, as you
know, passed here overwhelmingly 81
to 15, a remarkable margin for a farm
bill. It was widely supported on both
sides of the aisle and by regions of the
country, so we were very pleased with
that outcome and that vote.

Of course it had passed the House
with 318 votes; so again a very strong
vote on the bill. It went to the Presi-
dent. We were hoping that maybe he
would not veto it, but the President did
exercise his constitutional right and he
vetoed the bill.

The farm bill came back to the House
yesterday and the House overrode the
veto 316 to 108. So basically what we
have before us is exactly what we voted
on last week and approved with 81
votes but for one thing: The farm bill is
missing a title.

Let me try to be as succinct as I can
in this. What happened is when the en-
rolling clerk on the House side enrolled
the bill and sent it to the President,
the clerk did not put in title III, which
includes the several Department of Ag-
riculture trade programs and food as-
sistance programs for foreign coun-
tries, mainly the P.L. 480, Food for
Peace Program, the delivery of which
goes through USAID, and other pro-
grams. So the President vetoed the en-
rolled bill which is missing that title.
Well, I know Senator CHAMBLISS and I
and others have had numerous phone
calls and conversations with Parlia-
mentarians and others to figure this
out. The enrolled bill is properly at-
tested to and fully effective and valid
as to all of the provisions it contains.
We will have to enact title III in an-
other legislative measure. Again, I re-
mind everyone, its omission was inad-
vertent. It was an innocent mistake;
maybe inexcusable, but nevertheless an
innocent mistake that title III was
dropped out.

But for that title III, everything else
in this bill is exactly what we approved
with 81 votes. So I am here to ask
Members to vote to override the Presi-
dent’s veto and to make this bill the
law of the land in accordance with the
overwhelming wishes of both the Sen-
ate and the House.

This bill is a good bill, as I said ear-
lier. It responds to needs all over this
country, from farmers and small towns
and rural areas to Americans in urban
areas. The largest part of the bill is nu-
trition and food assistance. Over two-
thirds of the total spending in this bill
goes to nutrition. This bill does more
to strengthen Federal food assistance
than any bill we have passed since
George Herbert Walker Bush was the
President.
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This bill does a lot for food assist-
ance for low-income people. Basically
all the added money above the budget
baseline that we put into this bill goes
for nutrition. We increase the food sup-
plies to food banks. Our Nation’s food
banks are getting hit pretty hard. We
put $1.2 billion into supplying them
with more food. I might add, one of the
reasons we must enact this bill in a
hurry is because food banks are hurt-
ing. As soon as this bill becomes law
with this override, $560 million will get
out immediately to our food pantries
and food banks across the country.

We also in this bill, as you know, pro-
vided more money to help growers of
specialty crops, fruits and vegetables,
than we ever have before. We include in
this legislation a higher level of fund-
ing than in any previous farm bill for
helping farmers and ranchers in con-
serving our natural resources, saving
soil, cleaning up our water and our
streams, protecting wildlife habitat.

Look at it this way: Of the combined
total spending in this bill on com-
modity and conservation programs, 41
percent of that total is devoted to con-
servation. That is slightly more than
double the highest percentage share for
conservation in any previous farm bill.

The rural development title helps
rural communities through a number
of new initiatives, including a stronger
broadband program, and by devoting
mandatory funding for water and
wastewater systems to fund some of
the tremendous backlog of qualified
applications that are on hold.

We have in this bill several impor-
tant initiatives and improvements in
programs to help beginning farmers.
We improve the farm income protec-
tion system in various ways, including
for dairy farmers, yet attain budget
savings in the title of the bill covering
commodity programs. We have a new
option in here, a new reform, called the
Average Crop Revenue Election, or
ACRE, Program. This is going to be
very significant for farmers to be able
to choose whether to stay under the
current farm program or do they go to
the new program of income protection
based on revenue.

I read the editorial in the Wash-
ington Post this morning and, of
course, they have never editorially, as
far as I know, ever supported a farm
bill, at least in my time here. I have to
take exception to one thing they said
in the editorial this morning. They are
talking about the ACRE Program,
claiming how it will be some kind of
boondoggle for farmers. They say here:

[It] means farmers would get paid if prices
fall back to the historical and, for farmers,
perfectly profitable norms.

If the prices that our Nation’s farm-
ers receive for their grain and other
commodities fall back to what the
Washington Post calls ‘‘historical
norms,” we will have tremendous eco-
nomic hardship in the countryside.
Here is why I say that: What the Post
is missing is that from 2002 to 2009, the
production costs for farmers have sky-
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rocketed. The gasoline prices we are
paying at the pump, farmers have got
to pay even more for the diesel fuel for
their tractors, for their combines. For
example, fertilizer costs for producing
corn are up 141 percent in 7 years.
From 2002 to 2009, the cost of produc-
tion for corn is up 22 percent; soybeans
up 28 percent; wheat up 28 percent.

Now, if prices, God forbid, should fall
to the levels they were before 2002,
farmers will be wiped out all over this
country. We will have bankruptcies
and families forced out of farming on a
huge scale.

That is why we have the ACRE Pro-
gram to reflect the new realities, the
new realities of what farmers have to
pay for their fertilizer, their fuel, their
equipment, their land. All of these ex-
penses have gone up tremendously. We
need a program that helps farmers deal
with those higher costs and potential
volatility in market prices for com-
modities, and that is why we put this
new program in. It is a reform. It is one
of the features of this bill that I believe
will help family farms survive in Amer-
ica. So, again, this is a good, solid bill,
the same bill we voted on last week
minus title III, which we will enact
later.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Georgia.

Mr. CHAMBLISS. Mr. President, as
my chairman said, I think everything
that could be said about this bill has
been said. We were on the floor off and
on for a couple of weeks, and we, at the
end of the day, after a lot of controver-
sial votes and whatnot, achieved a
milestone in the Senate for farm bills;
that is, we had 81 Members of the Sen-
ate who voted in favor of this bill. It is
not a perfect bill, but it is a very good
bill for any number of reasons.

In the commodity title, we are spend-
ing significantly less money on our so-
called subsidy program. I refer to it as
an investment by the Government in
agriculture, because that is exactly
what it is. We are not guaranteeing
farmers any Kkind of income. In fact,
under the way this bill is written, the
prices being what they are at the farm
gate today, very little, if any, in the
way of payments is going to be going
from Washington to farmers. That is
the way it ought to be. That is the way
farmers want it. They would rather get
the stream of income from the market-
place. Certainly that is the way we, as
policymakers, want to see it happen.
That is what will happen.

We have made significant changes in
the payment limit provision. We have
AGIs in this bill now that have never
been thought of before. Nobody ever
thought we would achieve the number
we did from an AGI standpoint. But it
is real reform. It is going to work.

We are also eliminating the three-en-
tity rule. Again, if you had told any-
body in this distinguished Senate 3
years ago that we would be eliminating
the three-entity rule in the farm bill,
you would have gotten blank stares.
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Nobody ever thought that would hap-
pen, but we were willing to make those
kinds of reforms.

In the conservation title, we have ex-
panded a number of programs, but we
have done something significant in the
conservation title. For the first time
ever we are applying payment limits to
the conservation title. So the so-called
millionaires that have been bene-
ficiaries of the conservation title in
years past are no longer going to be
able to participate in that program,
and they should not.

I am pretty excited about the energy
title. In my part of the world, we do
not grow corn with the abundance that
the Midwest part of the country does.
Therefore, we are a little bit handi-
capped when it comes to the construc-
tion and manufacturing facilities to
produce ethanol. Because out of the 201
ethanol-producing facilities that are in
place or will be in place over the next
18 months, all but 2 of them are
resourced with corn. The two that are
not resourced with corn happen to be
resourced with cellulosic products. One
of them is in my State.

I am very proud of the fact that we
are going to have a facility in
Soperton, GA, that is under construc-
tion right now by Range Fuels that is
going to produce ethanol from pine
trees, because I will match our ability
to grow a pine tree with anybody else
in the country. It is a resource that is
not going to increase the cost of food,
which is an unintended consequence of
the use of corn for the production of
ethanol.

The title I am just as excited about is
the nutrition title. We are seeing an
expansion of the nutrition title again
like none of us ever imagined we would
see in this farm bill. Most people across
America think because of what they
read in the Washington Post and the
Wall Street Journal and the Atlanta
Constitution that farm bills are strict-
ly payments to farmers when, in fact,
about 11 percent of the outlays in this
bill go to the commodity title which
goes to farmers.

About 73 percent of the outlays in
this bill go to the nutrition title to
provide for the food stamp program, to
provide for the school lunch program,
to provide for payments to our food
banks. All of those programs are de-
signed to feed people who are hungry
and needy in this country. We are the
most abundant country in the world
from an agricultural standpoint. We
have the ability to feed people inside of
America as well as outside of America,
and we have an obligation to do that.
In the nutrition title, that is exactly
what we are going to be doing.

This is a bill that has been talked
about an awful lot. And, again, it is not
a perfect bill. There are some provi-
sions in it that I wish were not in it.
But it is a massive piece of legislation,
as is every farm bill, and we have to
reach compromise to be able to get a
bill of that massive size passed by the
House and by the Senate.



May 22, 2008

We did accommodate the White
House. We negotiated very diligently
with the White House. We moved a long
way in the direction of the White
House. They did not get everything
they wanted, and we did not get every-
thing we wanted. At the end of the day,
we passed it with a big vote. And the
White House, unfortunately, decided
we did not move far enough for them.
Obviously that caused the President’s
veto to the bill. At the end of the day
here today, we are going to have at
least 14 of the 15 titles hopefully passed
into law.

I do not know what happened to the
one title. They tell us that a clerk on
the House side failed to include 33
pages of title III in the bill that was
transmitted from the House to the
White House.

Those things happen. Now it is up to
us to figure out the best way to effi-
ciently and in an expeditious manner
fix the problem and move ahead to
allow farmers and ranchers to have
some certainty as they move into the
planting season of 2008.

I reserve the remainder of my time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
SALAZAR). Who yields time?

The Senator from New Hampshire.

Mr. GREGG. Mr. President, I under-
stand I have 15 minutes under the prior
order.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is correct.

Mr. GREGG. Mr. President, we are
here to vote on the override of some
portion of the farm bill which the
President has vetoed. First, there is
the great irony that the bill we are
voting on isn’t the bill that passed the
Senate or the House. It is some ele-
ment of that bill, other parts of the bill
having not made it to the President.
That sort of becomes an allegory for
this entire exercise. This is a bill that
really doesn’t do the job it should, is
incomplete in the sense that it fails the
American taxpayer and consumer, and
is misguided in that it spends a great
deal of money, perverting the market-
place relative to the production of ag-
ricultural products. But we are here be-
cause of what was a bureaucratic
snafu, I presume.

We all know the President’s veto is
going to be overridden, but the Presi-
dent was right to veto this bill. He was
absolutely right. I said earlier—I know
my colleagues take this in the sense of
irony with which I make it, not in any
personal way—this bill truly is a prod-
uct of commissar politics, of the old
approach that we saw years ago in
countries that thought that they could
have a top-down management of their
farm production system.

I said in my earlier talk, where did
all the economists who worked in the
Soviet Union go, all those folks who
sat behind desks and thought about 5-
year plans and how to disconnect sup-
ply from demand and how to set arbi-
trary prices which caused the Soviet
Union, a nation which was one of the
great producers of agricultural prod-
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ucts, to become basically a net im-
porter of product? Where did all those
economists go when the Soviet Union
failed? It appears they moved to the
Midwest and the South and developed
our farm programs.

These programs have no relationship
to the market or setting prices for
commodities, which are basically to-
tally out of tune with the market.
They have no relationship to market
forces. As a result, the American con-
sumer ends up with a much higher bill
and the short end of the stick.

Take sugar alone. Sugar prices in
this bill are at least twice the world
price for sugar. So the American con-
sumer ends up getting hit for a much
higher cost for any product that uses
sugar. And just about any food com-
modity of any complexity uses sugar.

In addition, you have the huge effort
to subsidize ethanol, which has driven
up dramatically the price of corn and
has the effect of basically creating an
international incident in the area of
food availability. We are hearing from
numerous countries around the world
that are finding they have shortages of
other commodities because the Amer-
ican subsidization of ethanol has per-
verted the marketplace relative to the
production of corn. That certainly is
inappropriate. So the policy of this bill
is not only an attack on the American
consumer, it is basically bad policy for
the world population just trying to
make it through and avoid hunger.

In addition, this bill sets up all sorts
of new programs, programs which
make no sense on their face but which
are in here because they have some-
body who is protecting their initia-
tives, their ideas, their purposes. We
have a new program for asparagus, a
new program for chickpeas, an initia-
tive for a National Sheep and Goat In-
dustry Improvement Center, a new pro-
gram that creates a stress management
network for farmers. Then, according
to the Washington Post—and I was not
aware of this—there is the potential for
a $16 billion boondoggle for agricul-
tural products because of the new way
that prices are set and payments are
made, setting prices at their present
high level, setting subsidy rates at
their present high level under this new
program called ACRE.

I ask unanimous consent to print in
the RECORD the editorial of today’s
Washington Post which does a much
better job than I of explaining how out-
rageous this new subsidy is and how
much it will cost the American con-
sumer, $16 billion.

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

[From the Washington Post, May 22, 2008]
PASTURE OF PLENTY: YOU THOUGHT YOU
KNEW HOw BAD THE FARM BILL WAS

“‘Life is like a box of chocolates,”” Forrest
Gump’s mother used to say. ‘‘You never
know what you’re going to get.” The same
could be said of federal agricultural legisla-
tion. Arcane and often irrational, its subsidy
provision can be difficult to understand and,
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sometimes, even difficult to identify. Even
after Congress passed a subsidy-riddled 673-
page farm bill last week, with a price tag
conservatively set at $289 billion, it was not
entirely clear just how big a burden law-
makers had imposed on taxpayers. Now,
however, the fine print is coming into focus,
and—surprise!—the bill could authorize up to
$16 billion more in crop subsidies than pre-
viously projected, according to the Agri-
culture Department.

The culprit is a new program called Aver-
age Crop Revenue Election, or ACRE for
short. ACRE gives farmers an alternative to
direct payments, which come regardless of
how much money they make, and other sub-
sidies. Starting in 2009, farmers can choose
to trade in some of their traditional sub-
sidies in return for a government promise to
make up 90 percent of the difference between
what they actually made from farming and
their usual income. In principle, this pro-
vides farmers a federal safety net only in
those years when prices or yields fall dras-
tically—that is, when they really need one.
Congress added the optional ACRE program
to the bill as a sop to reformers who, sen-
sibly, wanted to replace the current subsidy
system with a simpler insurance-style pro-
gram. Such a wholesale change would, in-
deed, have been a real reform. But since the
farm bill continued direct payments and
other old-style subsidies, no one expected
huge numbers of farmers to volunteer for the
new ACRE deal.

Then farmers got a look at the bill’s for-
mula for determining benefits under ACRE.
It pegs the subsidies to current, record-high
prices for grain, meaning farmers would get
paid if prices fall back to their historical
and, for farmers, perfectly profitable norms.
A program that started out as streamlined
insurance policy against extraordinary hard-
ship has mutated into a possible guarantee
of extraordinary prosperity. Small wonder
that, as The Post’s Dan Morgan reports, a
farming blog is urging farmers to sign up for
ACRE, which it describes as ‘‘lucrative be-
yond expectations.”

The farm bill’s defenders insist that a
budgetary disaster will not come to pass, be-
cause grain prices will not come down much
during the five years the bill will be in ef-
fect. “The program does not look excessively
expensive for the lifetime of the farm bill,”
said Rep. Robert W. Goodlatte (Va.), the
ranking Republican on the House Agri-
culture Committee. In other words, even if
they don’t have to pay extra for ACRE,
Americans will have to pay higher food
prices—so they may as well get used to it.
None of the legislators who rushed to over-
ride President Bush’s veto of the bill yester-
day will have the decency to blush the next
time they pontificate about fiscal responsi-
bility. But we can only wonder what other
expensive surprise still lurk within this pro-
foundly wasteful legislation.

Mr. GREGG. This bill has a lot of
substantive problems. It probably will
aggravate food consumption for na-
tions around the world, their ability to
produce product, and certainly dra-
matically increase the cost of product
in the United States. It perverts the
marketplace so a product that might
be produced more efficiently would not
be produced more efficiently. It spends
a heck of a lot of money, $289 billion.

As we have seen, once again, it uses
all sorts of budget gimmicks—when it
was originally passed, and it will have
to be replaced, or parts of it will be-
cause of the bureaucratic snafu—to get
around the rules of the Senate and the
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House, for that matter, in the area of
trying to discipline spending. There is
$18 billion worth of budget gimmicks in
this bill.

Then we just had a new budget avoid-
ance exercise when the chairman of the
Budget Committee declared that the
new baseline under a new budget—this
bill would have violated the original
baseline, as was in that new budget—
will now be adjusted so this bill would
not violate that baseline—another ex-
ercise, unfortunately, in gaming the
pay-go rules. The budget chairman has
a right to do that, but it cannot be de-
nied that is an effort to try to get
around pay-go rules, as they should be
applied under the budget we will be
passing the week after next. So there is
18 billion dollars’ worth of budget gim-
micks in this bill; the worst, of course,
the changing of years and the assump-
tion that some program, which we
know is going to continue, will termi-
nate at an arbitrary date so that you
can spend the money up to that date
and claim there is no budget failure
and, then, later on, adjust it, put the
program back in place, and avoid the
budget pay-go rules—really inappro-
priate, to say the least, in the way this
has been handled.

It is, of course, a bill that comes to
the floor every 4 or 5 years. But the
problem is, every 4 or 5 years the
American consumer gets basically hit
beside the head by this bill. Last time
I spoke, I said they get hit beside the
head with a lamb chop and they end up
with a black eye the next day. As a re-
sult, I thought I would just stay away
from that statement. But the fact is,
the American consumer isn’t doing
very well under this bill. The American
taxpayer is doing worse.

There is a claim that there is reform
in this bill which is fairly specious on
its face, considering all the new pro-
grams added to the bill, such as aspar-
agus. One of the reforms they claim is
that they are not going to pay farmers
who have high incomes outrageous sub-
sidies. Today you can get $2.5 million
theoretically.

Well, unfortunately, the way the bill
is structured, they say that, but that is
not the way it works. Under this bill, a
person with $500,000 of nonfarm income
and $750,000 of farm income can still
get the subsidy. If they are married,
their spouse can have $500,000 of non-
farm income and $750,000 of farm in-
come, so they end up basically with ap-
proximately the same amount of sub-
sidy. Yet it is alleged this is some sort
of major reform. It is not reform. It is
simply an attempt to obfuscate the
fact that these subsidies go to ex-
tremely wealthy people on products
that should compete in the market-
place for a price and should not be sub-
sidized in the manner in which this bill
subsidizes.

Obviously, we are going to lose this
vote because the way the farm bill is
put together—and the American people
should know this—one commodity goes
to the next commodity and says: We
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will vote for your commodity, even
though it is in my State and not in
yours, as long as you will vote for my
commodity which is in my State but
not in yours. You go around the coun-
try and you pick up commodities. That
is why asparagus has appeared here.
Somebody in an asparagus district
said: If you will cover asparagus and
give us a new subsidy, you will get my
vote for all the other subsidies in this
bill.

That is the way it works. It is called
log rolling. That is the historical term
that comes out of the 1800s. But it is
not the way to legislate. Certainly, it
isn’t a healthy way to legislate. It cer-
tainly takes the concept of using the
market completely out of the exercise
of developing a farm bill.

This farm bill runs counter to all the
concepts of a free market society from
which this country has benefited so
dramatically and which we believe to
be true and effective ways to produce
product and control costs and to make
product more cost-effective for the peo-
ple who use it. Adam Smith was right;
Karl Marx was wrong. Under this bill,
one would think Karl Marx was right
and Adam Smith was wrong. This is
top down, let’s manage the economy,
let’s set arbitrary prices that have no
relationship to production, supply, or
demand in place of going to a market
where you use supply and demand to
determine what will be produced.

I suppose if Patrick Henry were
around today, his famous statement
would have to be modified. He would
have to say: Give me asparagus or give
me death. That is what this bill has
come down to.

We either get these farm subsidies
and get the consumer rolled and the
taxpayer rolled or we don’t get any-
thing around here.

As a practical matter, I, obviously,
know I will lose this vote. The Presi-
dent knew he was going to lose this
vote when he vetoed the bill. But he
was absolutely right in doing so. It was
the appropriate decision. It was the fis-
cally responsible decision. It was also a
good decision from the standpoint of
not only domestic policy but inter-
national policy, where we are seeing
strains on production of commodities
for the purposes of feeding people.

I regret we are going down this path
one more time. We have been down it a
few times in the past. But the simple
fact is, the forces that support, for ex-
ample, the sugar subsidy are too strong
to be able to give the taxpayers a
break.

I reserve the remainder of my time
and yield the floor.

(Disturbance in the Visitors’
leries)

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Displays
of approval or disapproval are not ap-
propriate from the galleries.

The Senator from Iowa.

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I under-
stand the leader on this side has 15
minutes reserved; is that correct?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is correct.

Gal-
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Mr. HARKIN. I yield whatever time
the Senator from North Dakota desires
from the leader’s time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The Senator from North Dakota.

Mr. CONRAD. Could the Chair alert
me after I have consumed 10 minutes?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator will be notified.

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, we
ought to get straight world agriculture
economics. The Senator from New
Hampshire, for whom I have high re-
gard, has been a consistent opponent of
a national agriculture policy, one that
has produced for our country the low-
est priced food in world history, meas-
ured by a share of our national income.
Not only do we have the lowest cost
food in the history of the world as a
share of our income, we also have the
safest supply, the most stable supply,
the most abundant supply. Something
is working. Beyond that, he does not
deal with world agriculture as it is.

Our major competitors are the Euro-
peans. We have about equal shares of
the world market. But here is what
they do to support their producers
versus what we do to support ours.
They are spending $134 billion to sup-
port their producers while we spend $43
billion. That is more than a 3-to-1
ratio.

What happens if you pull the rug out
from under our producers? Mass bank-
ruptcy. It is one thing to ask our pro-
ducers to go up and compete against
the French farmer and the German
farmer. They are happy to do that. It is
quite another issue to compete against
the French Government and the Ger-
man Government as well. That is not a
fair fight. That is why it is essential we
have a farm policy in this country.

Now, my colleague on the other side
said a whole series of things about the
cost of this bill, the scoring of this bill,
that are not so. This administration
has said this bill costs $20 billion more
than the baseline. No, it does not. Ac-
cording to the Congressional Budget
Office—that is independent, that is
nonpartisan, that is professional—this
bill costs $10 billion above the baseline.
End of story. What the administration
is talking about and what the Senator
from New Hampshire is talking about
are fictional numbers based on made-
up scorekeeping that the administra-
tion has never applied to its own legis-
lation or budgets.

Under Congressional Budget Office
scoring, our farm bill spends $10 billion
baseline over the budget window. That
is not my number; that is the number
from CBO, which is nonpartisan, pro-
fessional, and independent.

The $10 billion is offset with $10 bil-
lion in outlay reductions from Customs
user fees. Every penny of new spending
is paid for.

On the tax side, we are paying for ag-
riculture tax relief with agriculture
tax reforms, such as a reduction in the
ethanol credit and Schedule F reforms
to limit the use of farming losses to
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shelter off-farm income. There is no
tax increase.

The administration argues the farm
bill contains timing shifts. That is
true. But that is also true of almost all
major legislation dealing with reve-
nues or mandatory spending. That is
what we do to true up the numbers be-
tween the timeframes where various
budget requirements are imposed. The
simple fact is, when you do major re-
form such as we are doing in this bill,
you change programs, you change pay-
ment schedules. That is precisely what
one would expect. These changes have
real-world consequences for farmers.
They are making crop insurance pay-
ments earlier, for example, under this

bill, and getting farm program pay-
ments later. That has a real-world
cost.

The administration has repeatedly
used timing shifts, itself, in legislation
it has proposed. In fact, the timing
shifts in this bill pale in comparison to
the cost of sunsetting the tax cuts
which the President had in his tax
packages repeatedly.

Now, in terms of where the money
goes, 66 percent of the money in this
bill goes for nutrition—two-thirds.
Nine percent goes for conservation.
Only 14 percent—actually, less than 14
percent—goes for the so-called com-
modities. That is a dramatic reduction
from the last farm bill. In the last farm
bill, three-quarters of 1 percent of the
Federal budget went to support com-
modities. In this bill, it is one-quarter
of 1 percent of the entire Federal budg-
et going to support farmers and ranch-
ers. That is a dramatic change.

The Senator from New Hampshire
mocked the reform elements in the
bill. They are not to be mocked. They
are very real. We have a dramatic re-
duction in the adjusted gross income
limits that will apply in order to qual-
ify for farm program payments. One ex-
ample: Nonfarm income used to be a
$2.5 million limit. It is reduced to
$500,000 in this bill.

We require direct attribution in this
bill. That means it has to be a living,
breathing human being collecting
these payments; no paper entities. We
have eliminated the three-entity rule
that was consistently used to get
around farm program limits. We have
reduced direct payments by $300 mil-
lion. We have reformed Schedule F to
prevent the abusive use of nonop-
erating losses to shield nonfarm in-
come—a savings of over $450 million.
We have crop insurance reform of over
$5.6 billion. We have decreased the corn
ethanol support by $1.2 billion.

We have eliminated these so-called
cowboy starter kits where people down
in certain States were selling farm and
ranchland off as subdivisions and hav-
ing a farm program payment go with
those lots, those 10-acre Ilots. We
brought a screeching halt to that
abuse.

The disaster assistance in this bill is
budgeted and paid for. In the last 3
years, every State in the Nation has re-
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ceived disaster payments—every
State—none of it budgeted for, none of
it paid for. These disaster provisions
are budgeted and paid for, and they fur-
ther reform disasters because in the
past you could have losses on one part
of your operation, even though you had
gains on the rest of it, and still get a
disaster payment. Under this proposal,
under this new law, if you have not had
losses on your whole farm operation—
disaster losses on your whole farm op-
eration—you are not going to get a dis-
aster payment.

I wish the Washington Post, when
they write their editorials, would both-
er to read the legislation they are
critiquing because clearly they do not
know what they are writing about.

The final point I want to make: The
Senator from New Hampshire, the
ranking member of the Budget Com-
mittee, who is my friend, somebody for
whom I have respect and affection, sug-
gests over and over that somehow this
is not paid for, that it is going to add
to the deficit. No. The Congressional
Budget Office, who are the official
scorekeepers, and the Joint Committee
on Taxation have scored this bill. This
is what they say. We reduce the deficit
over 5 years by $67 million; over 10
years, by $110 million. This bill is fully
pay-go compliant—fully. This bill is
paid for. It is paid for without a tax in-
crease.

One final point: The Washington Post
wrote another egregious story the
other day saying: Oh, there is this $16
billion additional cost that might be
out there. Yes, and elephants fly. Look,
when are they going to get objective in
their reporting at the Washington
Post? They have suggested there might
be this $16 billion cost. Really? There
also might be $16 billion of savings. A
lot of things could happen. You know—
lightning strikes. A lot of things could
happen.

Look at the last farm bill. We
brought that in $17 billion in the com-
modity provisions below what was fore-
cast at the time. Did the Washington
Post ever write a story about that? Did
they ever? No.

This bill is paid for. It is paid for
without a tax increase. The profes-
sional scoring of this legislation is that
it is $10 billion over baseline, com-
pletely paid for, without a tax increase.

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, I rise to
address the importance of the nutrition
assistance title of the farm bill. The
bill goes a long way toward ensuring
that families in America will have food
on their table, even when times are
tough. The bill also clarifies that their
rights to certain nutrition services are
enforceable.

Sections 4116 through 4118 of the bill
specifically reinforce Congress’s long-
standing intention that the Food
Stamp Act’s provisions and its regula-
tions are fully enforceable and should
be enforced. The courts have histori-
cally and correctly understood
Congress’s intent that low-income
households have the right to enforce
these provisions.
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The language of the Food Stamp Act
and its implementing regulations—
parts 271, 272, 273, and so on—have the
kind of clear language required for ju-
dicial enforcement. We made sure that
they are mandatory, not aspirational,
and that they set out requirements for
how each individual is to be treated,
not general program-wide goals. They
clearly define the benefited class as
low-income people receiving or seeking
food assistance. Nothing in the act or
regulations suggests that substantial
compliance overall excuses denying
any individual the benefit of these
rules.

Along with oversight by the Depart-
ment of Agriculture, lawsuits by fami-
lies participating in food stamps are
one of the ways we can ensure the Food
Stamp Program fulfills its purpose. In-
deed, it is partly because applicants
and recipients can and do bring law-
suits to enforce program rules that the
Department has not been required to
withhold funds from States to enforce
service standards in the program.

This legislation also makes explicit
that various civil rights laws are bind-
ing in the Food Stamp Program. This
is not a change—these laws and their
regulations have applied since they
were written, and both have been in-
tended to be fully enforceable. This
legislation just reiterates a point that
we hope and believe was already clear.

None of this would have been a ques-
tion until two recent, unfortunate
court decisions. The first case, Rey-
nolds, comes from the Second Circuit.
It applied a standard of analysis that
departed from all prior Federal court
precedent and held that applicants and
recipients could hold a state account-
able for the maladministration of the
program by local food stamp agencies
only in the rarest of circumstances.
The act is and has been clear that
States are responsible for full compli-
ance with all applicable regulations.
States’ responsibility is no less because
they have chosen to have counties or
other local agencies operate the pro-
gram for them. The option of local ad-
ministration exists only as a courtesy
or convenience to the States, not to re-
duce their accountability. The State is
just as responsible for what the local
agency does as if the State agency per-
formed those acts itself. This legisla-
tion emphasizes that point.

In the other case, called Almendarez,
a Federal district court refused to con-
sider a suit brought by low-income peo-
ple who need assistance in a language
other than English to apply for food
stamps. The Department’s regulations
clearly provide rights for families that
need language assistance. Now the act
explicitly confirms that those regula-
tions are enforceable. Future cases can
be decided on the merits, as they
should be.

This bipartisan legislation goes a
long way toward providing food for
working families, and providing the se-
curity of knowing that help is enforce-
able by law. I thank the chairman and
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the committee for their tremendous
work.

I thank the Chair and yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, I sug-
gest the absence of a quorum and ask
unanimous consent that the time be
equally charged.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. HARKIN. Parliamentary inquiry,
Mr. President: How much time remains
on both sides?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. If the
Senator from Iowa will hold for a sec-
ond—the Republican leader has 14 min-
utes, the Senator from New Hampshire
has 2% minutes, the majority side has
11 minutes.

Mr. HARKIN. Eleven minutes.

Mr. President, I understand that, ob-
viously, in a quorum call the time is
taken evenly off of both sides. Since we
have 11 minutes left, I yield myself 4
minutes of that time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Without objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, would
the Chair please remind this Senator
when his 4 minutes have elapsed?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator will be so notified.

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I want
to respond to a couple things my friend
from New Hampshire said. He talked
about the sugar provisions in the bill
and the support price of sugar, that it
is over world prices. I always point out
to people that when you go in a res-
taurant, or anywhere you go to eat, the
sugar is free. You get these little packs
of sugar wherever you go. You go to
Starbucks, you get free sugar. You go
to the airport, and you go down and get
a cup of coffee, or something like that,
there is free sugar. It cannot get much
cheaper than that.

Does anyone believe if we were to
drop these sugar support prices down
about 50 percent—which is what would
happen with what the Senator from
New Hampshire wishes to have hap-
pen—do you believe candy prices are
going to go down? Do you believe food
prices are going to go down? Come on.
It just means that the manufacturers,
the processors will just make more
profits, that is all, and our nation’s
sugar farmers won’t. So you can’t get
much cheaper than free when it comes
to sugar when you go into your res-
taurants and coffee shops and places
such as that.

The next thing the Senator talked
about is the $16 billion that the Wash-
ington Post keeps talking about in new
spending because of this new program,
this new option we have, this new re-
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form program. That is a doom’s day
scenario. Sure, if the bottom falls, if
commodity prices fall 40 percent, yes,
we could see significant expenditures.
But even the Department of Agri-
culture in this administration has said
they don’t expect prices to decline
much if at all over the next 12 to 18
months. As pointed out earlier, because
of the increased prices of fertilizer,
fuel, equipment—all of the input costs
of agriculture—if these prices drop to
where they were 8 years ago, Liord help
us. We would have real economic hard-
ship in rural America. So we have this
new program in the bill to help farmers
deal with the new economic realities in
agriculture.

So, yes, you can take a doom’s day
scenario, but we don’t plan our lives
around the fact that we have perhaps a
1 in 40 million chance of getting hit by
an asteroid. We don’t plan our daily ex-
cursions by the fact that we face on the
order of a 1 in 50,000 chance that we
could get hit by a tornado or struck by
lightning. Of course you can always
have doom’s day scenarios. That is not
how we crafted this new program nor is
it a reasonable way to judge it. We
planned it in relation to what is really
happening in agriculture.

The last thing the Senator said was
something about logrolling, where
some members will help other com-
modities or regions and then in return
members who have been helped will
support policy for other commodities
in a different area. That is a total dis-
tortion of how this process works. The
fact is, in my area in Iowa, we don’t
grow cotton and peanuts, let’s face it.
We just don’t. I don’t have much exper-
tise in that area, to be honest about it,
so I rely upon Senator CHAMBLISS or
Senator COCHRAN or those Members
from other parts of the country who
know their agriculture. They Kknow
those commodities. So we rely upon
their expertise. You bet we do. I hope
they rely a little bit on our expertise
when it comes to crops such as wheat
and corn and soybeans and other crops.
The same goes for ranches. The distin-
guished Presiding Officer comes from
an area of the country where they have
ranches. We don’t have ranches in
Iowa, so I rely upon the Presiding Offi-
cer, who is on the Agriculture Com-
mittee and who knows a lot about
ranching and what it means in his part
of the country and what it means to
have livestock and livestock producers
who run ranches. The Presiding Officer
also knows what it means for this na-
tion to shift to new and renewable
forms of energy, including cellulosic
energy, which he has been a leader on.
So we rely upon each other for this
kind of expertise. That is not log-
rolling; that is just recognizing that
different Senators who come from dif-
ferent parts of the country have dif-
ferent expertise, and they can bring
that expertise to the Agriculture Com-
mittee. That is exactly how we develop
these farm bills. It is not logrolling, it
is simply recognizing that we want this
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legislation to work effectively every-
where across the nation, regardless of
the commodities grown or region in-
volved, and to cover the whole broad
range of issues and challenges encom-
passed in this bill.

That is why I think we have a very
good bill here. As my friend Senator
CHAMBLISS said, of course we don’t
agree with every single thing in it, but
that is the art of legislation, which is
to compromise and to work things out
so that we can get good bipartisan sup-
port and multiregional support. We did
that in this farm bill. You can’t get
much more bipartisan than 81 votes in
the Senate or 318 votes in the House.
When you have that kind of over-
whelming support, then you know you
probably have a good bill.

So, again, I urge Senators to vote to
override the President’s veto.

Mr. President, I yield the floor and
note the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I yield 2
minutes to the distinguished Senator
from Virginia.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Virginia is recognized.

FEDERAL GOVERNMENT ENERGY USE

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, Sen-
ator BINGAMAN and I will be intro-
ducing in the Senate today a resolution
to express the sense of the Senate re-
garding the use of gasoline and other
fuels by the departments and agencies
of the Federal Government. We simply
refer to all of the problems we see
every morning, as we get up, in the pa-
pers and on the television about how
families are coping with this gas prob-
lem. We simply say in a respectful way
in the last paragraph—I will read it:

It is the sense of the Senate that the Presi-
dent should require all Federal departments
and agencies to take initiatives to reduce
daily consumption of gasoline and other
fuels by departments and agencies.

I thank my colleagues. The full text
will be available to all Members this
afternoon. It is not as if we will be able
to vote on this, but it will be some
message to take back home that you
are in support of it.

Mr. CHAMBLISS. Mr. President, I re-
quest to be added as an original co-
Sponsor.

Mr. GREGG. Mr. President, I also re-
quest to be added as a cosponsor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Who yields time?

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that all time be
yielded back.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. GREGG. Mr. President, I ask for
the yeas and nays.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The yeas
and nays are automatic under the Con-
stitution.

All time having been yielded back,
the question is, Shall the bill pass, the
objections of the President of the
United States to the contrary notwith-
standing?

The yeas and nays are required.

The clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk called
the roll.

Mr. DEMINT (when his name was
called). Present.

Mr. DURBIN. I announce that the
Senator from Massachusetts (Mr. KEN-
NEDY) and the Senator from Illinois
(Mr. OBAMA) are necessarily absent.

Mr. KYL. The following Senators are
necessarily absent: the Senator from
Oklahoma (Mr. COBURN) and the Sen-
ator from Arizona (Mr. MCCAIN).

The yeas and nays resulted—yeas 82,
nays 13, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 140 Leg.]

YEAS—82
Akaka Dodd Menendez
Alexander Dole Mikulski
Allard Dorgan Murray
Barrasso Durbin Nelson (FL)
Baucus Enzi Nelson (NE)
B;yh Fe@ngolfi Pryor
g}den geuﬁscem Reid
ingaman raham Roberts
Bond Gras;ley Rockefeller
Boxer Harkin Salazar
Brown Hatch S agla
Brownback Hutchison anders
Bunning Inhofe Schu.mer
Burr Inouye Sessions
Byrd Isakson Shellby
Cantwell Johnson Smith
Cardin Kerry Snowe
Carper Klobuchar Specter
Casey Kohl Stabenow
Chambliss Landrieu Stevens
Clinton Lautenberg Tester
Cochran Leahy Thune
Coleman Levin Vitter
Conrad Lieberman Warner
Corker Lincoln Webb
Cornyn Martinez Wick
Craig McCaskill Wydon
Crapo McConnell
NAYS—13
Bennett Hagel Sununu
Collins Kyl Voinovich
Domenici Lugar Whitehouse
Ensign Murkowski
Gregg Reed
ANSWERED “PRESENT”’—1
DeMint
NOT VOTING—4
Coburn McCain
Kennedy Obama

The PRESIDING OFFICER. On this
vote, the yeas are 82, the nays are 13,
one Senator responding present. Two-
thirds of the Senators voting, a
quorum being present, having voted in
the affirmative, the bill on reconsider-
ation is passed, the objections of the
President of the United States to the
contrary notwithstanding.

The Senator from Georgia is recog-
nized.

Mr. CHAMBLISS. Mr. President, now
that we have had this vote on the veto
of the conference report, none of us had
wanted to have to override a veto. As
we move ahead now, because of the
technicality and the little glitch that
we have had, we are not sure where we
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are going to be when we come back,
but there is going to be, possibly, the
chance that we are going to have to
take up the full bill again as the House
did and passed it with a big vote. Over
the next several days, I hope maybe
these waters will smooth out, and we
can move ahead with the concurrence
of the White House so farmers and
ranchers will have some dependability
on what type of programs we are going
to have out there for them.

Let me say again to my chairman,
Senator HARKIN, it has been a pleasure
to work with him and Senator CONRAD,
who has been such a great ally in this
process. It was great leadership to get
us to where we are now. Thank you on
behalf of all farmers across America.
Senator BAUCUS and Senator GRASSLEY
have been so valuable in our process.
We named all the staff the other day,
but we wouldn’t be where we are with-
out them.

Mr. President, I thank you and ev-
erybody have a safe holiday.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. NEL-
SON of Nebraska). The Senator from
Iowa is recognized.

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I asso-
ciate myself with the remarks made by
my good friend from Georgia, Senator
CHAMBLISS. This has been a long effort.
We worked very hard on this bill. I
wish to reassure Senators, this is a
good bill. I know there are some edi-
torials out there written about it in
the Washington Post and other publi-
cations. That is all part of the process
of debating and enacting legislation.
But you have to think, a lot of those
editorials are written by those who
likely have never supported a farm bill
anyway, so there you go. It is like any-
thing else, is this bill exactly what I
would have wanted or Senator
CHAMBLISS would have wanted or Sen-
ator CONRAD would have wanted or
anybody else? No. But that is the art of
legislation. It requires cooperation, bi-
partisanship, compromise, and getting
legislation through that benefits all of
our country.

As I have said many times, this farm
bill benefits everyone from farmers and
ranchers, people in small towns such as
my hometown of Cumming, population
of 162, to people who live in New York
City.

The fact that we had 82 votes now on
the override—81 before on the con-
ference report on the bill—and the
overwhelming votes in the House, I be-
lieve indicates people understand this
is a broad bill that covers every Amer-
ican—not just farmers, not just ranch-
ers but everyone. It is good for our
country, good for our future. It is a bill
that will make sure we will continue to
have an abundant, safe, affordable sup-
ply of food for our people in this coun-
try, that we help low-income families
put food on their tables and that we
help farmers and ranchers conserve and
protect our nation’s priceless resources
for present and future generations.

This bill helps us move ahead to pro-
ducing energy from cellulosic mate-
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rials—we have laid the foundation for
having that in the future. Just as we
laid the foundation before for grain-
based ethanol, now we have laid the
foundation for cellulose-based ethanol
in the future.

It is a good bill, good for America.
Again, I thank Senator CHAMBLISS,
first, for when he was chairman actu-
ally starting this process and then
working together to get this bill
through to its conclusion; Senator
CONRAD, who has been such a valuable
ally in this effort, bringing the exper-
tise that he has as the budget chair-
man and, as I often said, making sure
we keep on track. I have often said, in
writing legislation if you do something
here that affects something there and
that affects something else, the Budget
Committee and the budget chairman
have the knowledge and the expertise
to know the budget impact of such ac-
tions. It has been an invaluable re-
source to us, to have that expertise of
Senator CONRAD on this committee and
during this whole debate and develop-
ment of this farm bill.

I will also thank, again, Senator
BAUCUS and Senator GRASSLEY, our
chairman and ranking member of the
Finance Committee, who worked so
closely with us to develop this legisla-
tion and make sure we had the proper
funding so we could get this bill
through. They were invaluable helping
us to get this bill finally through.

I wish to make sure there is no doubt
in anyone’s mind now—14 of the 15 ti-
tles in the farm bill conference report
are now law. We do not require any-
body else’s signature; 14 of the 15 titles
are now the law of the land. As Senator
CHAMBLISS said, we do have this one
little glitch—evidently an innocent
mistake, a clerical error that title III
was not included. We will deal with
that at some other point. I don’t know
exactly when, but that should not be
much of a problem, since it was simply
a clerical error. We will take care of
that.

I want people to know we have been
in contact with both USDA and USAID,
the Agency for International Develop-
ment. They told my staff basically
they could get by for a couple of weeks
without our having to do more today.
We will have to move ahead as soon as
we can, perhaps that will not be until
right after the recess, so our Pub. L.
480 programs and our development as-
sistance programs, our market access
program, which is so important for our
fruits and vegetables, specialty crops
and other programs in the trade title
are taken care of.

Again, I thank everyone. As Senator
CHAMBLISS said, we have already
thanked our staff, but I don’t know if
we can thank them enough. They have
hung in every day on this.

I was going to say now they can take
a vacation, but they have to wait until
this other title gets taken care of; but
sometime soon our staffs will be able
to take a break.

Mr. President, I would like to expand
upon my remarks on the nutrition title
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of the Food, Conservation, and Energy
Act of 2008 so that I may provide my
colleagues with more information
about the very important changes
made in the nutrition title, particu-
larly to the Food Stamp Program. The
Food Stamp Program is the single
most important antihunger program in
our Nation, helping millions of fami-
lies, seniors, and people with disabil-
ities afford an adequate diet. It is our
country’s largest child nutrition pro-
gram and serves as a critical work sup-
port program, enabling low-income
working families to make ends meet
and put food on the table every month.

I know that many Senators have not
had the opportunity to pore over the
details of the legislative language and
conference report for the nutrition
title. So let me take this opportunity
to provide some background on what
has been accomplished in the nutrition
area of this bill.

The conference report makes major
investments and improvements in the
Food Stamp Program in this bill—
starting with changing the name of the
program to the ‘‘Supplemental Nutri-
tion Assistance Program” or ‘‘SNAP.”
The change reflects the reality that
food assistance benefits are no longer
“stamps’ but have been updated and
modernized and are now provided on
special cards, like the debit or credit
cards that most Americans carry in
their wallets. For the purposes of my
remarks today, I will use the term
“Food Stamp Program’ throughout
my comments one last time before this
historic change is made.

One of the primary goals for the Food
Stamp Program was to end the decades
of erosion in the purchasing power of
food stamp benefits. Because of harm-
ful cuts to the program enacted in the
midnineties, with each passing year
the purchasing power of most house-
holds’ benefits has actually decreased.
The biggest annual cut, which has so
far cumulated in about $25 less in food
assistance each month for the typical
working family, was from a freeze to
the program’s standard deduction. This
cut has affected about 10 million people
a year, including many low-income
working families with children, senior
citizens living on a fixed income, and
persons with disabilities.

The largest benefit improvement in
this bill is an increase in the standard
deduction, which has been frozen for
households of three or fewer people for
over 10 years, and end any future ero-
sion in its value by inflating the deduc-
tion each year. The inflated amounts
will be calculated based on the pre-
vious year’s unrounded amount, so
over time we will not lose any more
ground to inflation. This change will
improve benefits for about 13 million
people and provide a typical working
family an additional $6 a month in food
assistance in 2009, rising to $17 a month
by 2012.

Similarly, because it was not ad-
justed for inflation, the $10 monthly
minimum food assistance benefit pur-

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

chases only about one-third as much
food today as it did when it was set
more than 30 years ago. The minimum
benefit is set at 8 percent of the thrifty
food plan, rounded to the nearest whole
dollar. This will mean it will be about
$14 per month in 2009—almost a 50-per-
cent increase. The Thrifty Food Plan is
automatically indexed for inflation. As
a result, the minimum benefit will
maintain its purchasing power. And,
because the Thrifty Food Plan is set at
different levels for high-cost areas like
Alaska and Hawaii, a new and slightly
higher minimum food assistance ben-
efit will be provided in those areas. For
example, in fiscal year 2009 the Hawaii
minimum benefit level will be $22 a
month. Additionally, about 15 States
have special combined application
projects where SSI recipients receive
standardized benefits. I expect USDA
will reevaluate the cost-neutrality of
these projects so that these households
also can receive higher standardized
benefit amounts to account for the
higher monthly minimum benefit and
standard deduction levels.

The conference report ends erosion in
other areas as well, including the de-
pendent care deduction and asset limit,
about which I will speak more briefly,
but also the commodities for The
Emergency Food Assistance Program,
TEFAP, and grants for community
food projects and fruits and vegetables
in schools. For the first time since I
have been working on farm bills, we
have clearly established the principle
that the value of benefits in our nutri-
tional help for low-income families and
individuals should not erode over time,
just as they do not in our income tax
code or the Social Security and Medi-
care Programs. This is a remarkable
achievement.

Another core principle that is ad-
dressed in this bill is that building sav-
ings and accumulating assets is an im-
portant path to financial independence.
And here I want to especially thank
the ranking member, Senator
CHAMBLISS, for his leadership. Many
agree that it is counterproductive to
discourage savings by forcing people to
liquidate their retirement savings or
other financial assets when they lose
their jobs and need to turn to food as-
sistance to feed their families. Policy-
makers from across the political spec-
trum agree that asset development is
important to helping low-income
Americans make a permanent transi-
tion out of poverty as well as avoiding
it in their later years. After all, a fam-
ily does not spend its way out of pov-
erty. Quite the opposite, most families
build a path to financial security on
the foundation of assets, whether it be
a home, a small business, or retirement
savings.

This bill ensures that all retirement
accounts and education savings ac-
counts are excluded from a household’s
financial assets when determining
whether or not they are eligible for
food assistance. And for the first time
in nearly two decades the $2,000 and
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$3,000 asset limits will be adjusted for
inflation each year.

It is also important to note what the
Congress did not do in the asset area.
The administration proposed elimi-
nating a State option called expanded
categorical eligibility which allows
States to conform the food stamp asset
rules to those used in a TANF-funded
benefit, and proposed using those sav-
ings to finance the exclusion of retire-
ment accounts from eligibility deter-
minations. Both the House and Senate
rejected that approach because of a be-
lief that some assets, such as retire-
ment funds, should be excluded from
the program on a national basis.

In addition, by leaving the existing
State option on categorical eligibility
in place, States have the full flexibility
to set their own asset policy. I strongly
encourage USDA to work with States
to expand the use of this State option
beyond the 15 States that thus far have
expanded categorical eligibility. States
with nearly 40 percent of the food
stamp caseload do not currently use
the national asset policy. I hope that
in the coming months and years we
will see more and more States take the
option.

Another major improvement in this
bill supports working families by al-
lowing them to deduct the full amount
of their childcare expenses from their
income for purposes of food assistance
eligibility and benefit determinations.
The current cap on the dependent care
deduction has not been raised in 15
years, but child care costs have contin-
ued to grow. Even when a low-income
working family gets help paying for
child care, the family’s share, or copay-
ment, can be substantial. Now, because
of changes in this bill, the amount of
food assistance that a family receives
will reflect the actual child care costs
families pay to be able to hold down
their jobs. By lifting the cap, families
eligible for the deduction will be able
to deduct the full value of their
childcare costs, rather than just a por-
tion of the costs. The change would
provide an average of almost $500 a
year—more than $40 a month—to ap-
proximately 100,000 households that
pay high childcare costs.

This change was made cognizant of
current USDA policy on the childcare
deduction, which takes a broad view of
what constitutes a dependent care cost,
defers to parents about what is appro-
priate childcare, and lets States deter-
mine how to set verification policy.
This proposal was part of USDA’s origi-
nal farm bill proposal and they have
given us every reason to believe they
will continue these policies and do
nothing that would limit what is de-
ductible or the amount families may
deduct.

For households that apply or recer-
tify their eligibility after October 1,
2008, the dependent care cap will no
longer be in effect. We expect that
States will notify households already
participating in the program with de-
pendent care expenses at or above the
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current cap about the policy change.
These households should be given the
opportunity to receive the higher de-
pendent care deduction that cor-
responds to their full costs as soon as
the provision takes effect. A benefit in-
crease for these households however, is
their option. In no case should a house-
hold have its benefits terminated or re-
duced for not responding to paperwork
requesting verification for the amount
of childcare costs they have above the
current cap. In two areas, this bill
builds upon the very successful State
options provided in the 2002 farm bill.
These simplifications have made the
program less burdensome on States
agencies and families alike, have
helped to keep low-income households
connected to the Food Stamp Program,
and have been a major factor in the
sustained drop in State food assistance
error rates.

The 2002 farm bill allowed States to
extend ‘‘simplified” reporting rules to
most households. Some 48 States and
the District of Columbia have adopted
this popular State option, which dra-
matically simplifies the rules for how
many food stamp participants inform
the State about changes in their in-
come and other circumstances.

Unfortunately, due to an oversight in
the 2002 bill, States are not allowed to
apply simplified reporting to several
categories of households, such as
households with only elderly or dis-
abled members. USDA wisely, through
guidance and in its proposed regula-
tion, allowed States to extend the op-
tion to some households that might be
excluded, such as homeless households
and migrant and seasonal farmworkers.
This bill specifically allows these
households to be included in simplified
reporting and extends the State option
to households with only elderly and
disabled members, so long as States ex-
tend the simplified option for 1 year
rather than 6 months for such house-
holds to reflect the fact that many of
them live on fixed incomes and have
stable living situations and thus do not
have many changes to report. In fact
imposing 6 month reports on these
households would make them worse off
by putting their food assistance at risk
more often than is now the case.

This change will allow States to sim-
plify their operations and reduce confu-
sion, by having just one reporting sys-
tem with common forms, staff train-
ing, and other rules. I urge USDA to
implement this provision and the un-
derlying simplified reporting option in
a way that allows it to achieve its full
intent of minimizing the number of
changes that households need to report
and that States need to respond to,
whether those changes are for food
stamps or for another program that the
State administers along with the Food
Stamp Program. Simplified reporting
cannot be simple if USDA allows excep-
tions to our basic principle that
changes should only be made to the
case if a household reports that their
income exceeds the gross income limit.
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Another popular and successful pro-
vision from the 2002 farm bill gave
States the option to provide 5 months
of transitional food assistance to fami-
lies that leave welfare. We did this not
only because we wanted to reduce the
paperwork burden but also to keep eli-
gible families connected to food assist-
ance when they left welfare for work.
This is important because we know
that, for families who are leaving wel-
fare for employment, the first couple of
months are particularly wvulnerable.
Having work supports such as food as-
sistance help them to weather this pe-
riod and actually decreases the likeli-
hood that they will return to cash as-
sistance.

The 2002 farm bill made this State
option available to families that leave
Federal TANF-funded cash assistance
programs. Since then, some States
have established separate State-funded
cash assistance programs for certain
groups of poor families with children.
These State programs give greater
flexibility to States to develop services
and supports that can serve these fami-
lies appropriately.

This bill extends to States the option
to provide transitional food assistance
to individuals participating in these
State-funded public assistance pro-
grams. Several States have specifically
indicated that this change will be bene-
ficial to them and the families with
children that they serve.

For all of these benefit improve-
ments, I expect USDA to implement
the provisions in a way that is sen-
sitive to the needs of the State agen-
cies that administer the program. It is
with some disappointment and dis-
belief that I note that the administra-
tion still has not yet issued final regu-
lations for the 2002 farm bill’s food
stamp provisions. In implementing this
bill I urge USDA to provide sufficient,
flexible guidance to States in a timely
manner. One of the helpful imple-
menting policies USDA allowed in 2002
was to extend the 120-day quality con-
trol hold harmless protections to provi-
sions that are State options, such as
simplified reporting and transitional
food stamps. I expect USDA to allow
that policy for this farm bill as well.

In addition to major improvements
in the benefit levels and rules, the nu-
trition title contains numerous pro-
gram oversight and integrity provi-
sions, as well as provisions that ad-
dress basic program operations.

As I mentioned at the outset of my
remarks, this bill finalizes the replace-
ment of paper coupons in favor of the
electronic benefits on plastic cards
that are now the way people access
their food assistance across the coun-
try. The bill prohibits States from
issuing any new coupons and provides
that existing coupons shall be redeem-
able for only 1 year from the date this
bill is enacted. This is a minor change
in the operation of the program, since
no State currently issues coupons and
fewer are redeemed each month. None-
theless, the change required numerous
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technical and conforming revisions in
the statute to purge the act of ‘‘cou-
pons” and other trappings of the old
system. No policy changes are intended
in making these revisions other than
to reflect the existing reality. For ex-
ample, in replacing the word ‘‘cou-
pons” with ‘“‘benefits’’ Congress did not
intend to change policy beyond simply
recognizing that coupons do not exist
anymore. The term ‘‘benefits’ refers to
the food voucher-like benefits that
households receive on electronic ben-
efit transfer cards, EBT, but does not
include auxiliary activities under the
act, such as nutrition education or food
stamp employment and training serv-
ices.

Despite the overwhelming success of
electronic benefits in modernizing ben-
efit delivery, reducing retailer fraud,
and removing a large source of stigma
for recipients, there is one area where
there remain concerns about EBT bene-
fits, and this bill has tried to address
the concern. Under the old food stamp
coupon system, some households, espe-
cially seniors who qualify for small
benefits, could store up those smaller
amounts and use several months’
worth in one shopping trip or for a spe-
cial occasion, such as a holiday gath-
ering. With food stamp coupons there
was no deadline for how long they were
good for.

Under EBT systems, however, some
States have moved households’ benefits
“offline”” after as few as 3 months if
there is no activity in the account.
This can be a problem for households
that receive small benefits and want to
store them up for a special super-
market trip.

So this bill strikes a balance. It al-
lows States to move a household’s ben-
efits offline if the household has not
accessed the EBT account for 6
months. But the State will be required
to notify the household of this step and
to reinstate its benefits within 48 hours
if the household makes a request.

I expect States to make the process
for recovering benefits after they have
been moved offline easy for households.
Any inquiry about food assistance, or
general request for assistance from a
household that has had benefits moved
offline, should be considered a request
for reinstatement of lost benefits. In
other words, households should not
have to contact a particular phone
number or ask for some complicated
reinstatement option in order to get
benefits restored to their accounts.
Rather, eligibility workers and local
office or call center employees should
assist households and should help them
to initiate the process of reinstating
their benefits.

I recognize that some States may
need to renegotiate the terms of their
EBT contracts, and I urge USDA to
work with States to implement the
provision as quickly as possible given
the time constraints set by the effec-
tive date constraints.

This bill also responds to another
benefit issuance matter that has come
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up recently in Michigan and in other
places over the years. States currently
issue food stamps in one monthly in-
stallment for each household. They
may, and usually do, ‘‘stagger” food
stamps by issuing the month’s food
stamps to different households on dif-
ferent days of the month, for example,
based on the last digit of the household
head’s Social Security number. This
practice spreads out the state’s work-
load and helps supermarkets smooth
out the demand for food.

Some States—most recently Michi-
gan—have faced pressure from retailers
and others to divide each individual
households’ monthly allotment into
two or more issuances over the month.
I do not support such a change and was
surprised to learn that the law per-
mitted it. Dividing households’ month-
ly food stamp allotments could prevent
some households from making large
buying trips or from purchasing large,
economy-size containers of staple
foods. It also would be burdensome on
households with small benefit
amounts—such as seniors—because
they would have to use their food as-
sistance EBT card at multiple shopping
trips during the month instead of only
one. In fact, the Michigan Department
of Human Services polled current food
assistance recipients about such a po-
tential change and learned that recipi-
ents strongly opposed splitting food as-
sistance benefits into a twice-monthly
allotment.

The bill includes a provision that
would prevent States from dividing
monthly allotments. No other policy
changes are envisioned. The bill does
not intend to change the rules with re-
spect to the issuance of expedited bene-
fits, the proration of benefits for par-
tial months, the issuance of supple-
mental benefits in the event a benefit
correction is needed, the way that peo-
ple who reside, or formerly resided, in
drug or alcohol addiction treatment fa-
cilities receive food assistance, or any
other area.

The nutrition title also clarifies a
provision that has inadvertently denied
food assistance benefits to innocent
people. Individuals who are being ac-
tively pursued by law enforcement for
outstanding felony charges or for viola-
tions of probation or parole are not eli-
gible for food assistance benefits. This
rule appropriately ensures that fugi-
tives do not receive public support.

However, in practice, this rule occa-
sionally denies food assistance to the
wrong people—innocent people whose
identities may have been stolen by
criminals or those whose offenses were
s0 minor or so long ago that law en-
forcement has no interest in pursuing
them. If the issuing authority does not
care to apprehend the applicant when
notified of his or her whereabouts,
there is no public purpose served by de-
nying food assistance benefits.

Unfortunately, inadequate guidance
to States has resulted in exactly that.
This provision would correct this by re-
quiring USDA to clarify the terms used
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and make sure that States are not in-
correctly disqualifying needy people
who are not being actively pursued by
law enforcement authorities.

One important area of the bill has
not gotten a lot attention. It has to do
with our own, as well as USDA’s over-
sight of State administration of the
program. Several provisions in the nu-
trition title are included to improve
oversight of States with respect to
computer systems, eligibility proc-
esses, and access to benefits.

For example, the bill requires States
to adequately test and pilot new com-
puter systems. I do not wish to see an-
other instance of a State implementing
a multimillion dollar computer system
that does not work, and which USDA
knew would not work. Time and time
again, I have read about computer sys-
tems that do not work and either cause
families to wait 3 months for food
stamps or that issue benefits inac-
curately. That is unacceptable manage-
ment of the program. USDA must de-
mand adequate testing and hold States,
not clients, accountable for any mis-
takes in benefits when there is a major
systems failure.

The bill also includes a provision
that was proposed by USDA to increase
the penalties on States if, despite these
measures, a ‘‘major systems failure”
nonetheless occurs. If the Secretary de-
termines that overissuances have oc-
curred because of a ‘‘major systems
failure,” the States, rather than house-
holds, as is usually the case, are to be
liable to repay the Federal Government
for the cost of the overissuance. This is
entirely appropriate because the mis-
take is clearly not the household’s
fault, and their ability to purchase
food should not be compromised be-
cause of the State’s egregious mis-
takes. When major State problems
occur, the State’s energy and resources
should be focused on fixing the prob-
lem, not on collecting from low-income
households that had no role in the mis-
take.

New automated systems are not the
only program area that requires more
oversight, monitoring, and enforce-
ment of standards. States are now
using online applications, conducting
business with clients over the phone,
and in some cases closing local offices
and reducing staff as a result of these
changes. New technologies present
enormous opportunities to improve
customer service, but they also carry
risks if the technology does not work
or the State agency lacks sufficient
oversight. The bill is, in part, respond-
ing to a recent GAO report that found
that USDA has not collected sufficient
information on the effects of alter-
native methods of benefit delivery on
program access, payment accuracy,
and administrative costs. The bill re-
quires USDA to set standards for iden-
tifying when States are making major
changes in their operations and for
States to notify USDA and report on
the effect these changes have on pro-
gram integrity and households’ access
to benefits.
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Though the provision of which I am
speaking, section 4116 does not specifi-
cally pertain to the privatization of the
Food Stamp Program, it does have par-
ticular relevance given recent efforts
by two States, Texas and Indiana, to
privatize major components of their
food assistance delivery mechanism.
Prior to the approval by the Food and
Nutrition Service of both the Texas
contract and the Indiana contract, I
communicated extensively with the
Food and Nutrition Service by letter as
to the kinds and manner of data collec-
tion that I deemed critical in each in-
stance. I continue to be extremely con-
cerned that USDA is not properly mon-
itoring those projects, as well as other
State efforts to transform the way that
services are delivered with respect to
how these new systems are affecting
the most vulnerable members of our so-
ciety. Because that correspondence was
extensive and because it is in the
records of USDA, I will not submit it
here for the record. I would note how-
ever, that in implementing section 4116
of the conference report, I expect
USDA to closely review my prior cor-
respondence regarding the Texas and
Indiana contracts regarding what kinds
of information should be collected. In
particular, I expect USDA to review
my letter to Secretary Johanns sent on
January 19, 2006. That letter in par-
ticular clearly laid out expectations as
to proper evaluation criteria, espe-
cially as they pertained to program ac-
cess for certain vulnerable populations,
such as individuals with disabilities
and those with limited-English pro-
ficiency.

I would also like to note that USDA
has thus far refused, both in the case of
Texas and the case of Indiana, to gath-
er appropriate quality control data in
the specific geographic areas that were
initially rolled out for testing. In those
cases, I asked USDA to gather quality
control data that was specific to the
geographical area that was being ini-
tially rolled out so that a comparison
could be made to the rest of the State
that was still operating under normal
parameters, and I asked USDA to gath-
er data that would allow for a timely
evaluation of the pilot area. USDA re-
sponded that this was not possible be-
cause quality control data is not gath-
ered for substate geographical areas
and quality control data is not avail-
able for evaluation until many months
after it is first gathered.

This provision allows USDA to rec-
tify this situation and, in addition to
other reporting measures, I fully ex-
pect USDA, in implementing this pro-
vision, to ensure that quality control
data is gathered when there are major
changes in program design that allows
for comparison of substate areas that
are being tested and which allows for
the timely use of the State-reported
data in evaluation prior to moving
ahead with later phases of a project.

Another provision of the bill creates
an explicit State option for accepting
food assistance applications over the
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telephone. As I previously mentioned,
innovative States have experimented
with online applications and telephone
interviews as a way of streamlining the
process for people who have difficulty
coming to welfare offices, such as
working families with busy schedules
and senior citizens.

The nutrition title would allow
households to apply for food assistance
over the telephone and have their bene-
fits date back to the date of the tele-
phone application. This is important to
ensure that households that apply over
the telephone do not have a delay in
their benefits and receive smaller bene-
fits for the first month. We have pro-
vided that a telephone signature should
be accepted as adequate for all pur-
poses. No subsequent mail-in applica-
tion should be required in order for the
application to be considered filed by
the State agency.

Throughout the history of the Food
Stamp Program, the courts have
played a positive, constructive role in
ensuring that congressional intent is
carried out. The program has not been
overrun with litigation because both
Congress, in writing statutes, and
USDA, in writing regulations, have
taken great pains to be clear and spe-
cific. On those rare occasions when
courts have misunderstood our intent
on an important matter, Congress has
amended that statute accordingly. Be-
cause USDA Kkeeps the Agriculture
Committees closely apprised of its reg-
ulatory actions, Congress also has been
comfortable with—indeed supportive
of—litigation to enforce the Depart-
ment’s regulations. On numerous occa-
sions when we leave a matter open in
the statute, it is because USDA has
told us exactly how it plans to address
the matter in regulations. Congress has
always operated on the assumption,
and with the intent, that the program’s
regulations would be fully enforceable
and fully complied with to the same ex-
tent as the statute.

I was disturbed to learn of two recent
cases in which courts disregarded the
longstanding history of judicial en-
forcement of the act and regulations. A
district court in Ohio refused to enter-
tain a suit brought to enforce the De-
partment’s regulations for serving peo-
ple whose primary language is not
English, and an appellate court in New
York held that States are less respon-
sible for compliance with the act and
regulations when the program is ad-
ministered by local governments than
when the State administers the pro-
gram itself.

Accordingly, this legislation clarifies
that States must comply with the De-
partment’s rules on service to non-
English-speaking households as well as
with the statute. The regulations, no
less than the statute, create rights for
households to ensure that they can re-
ceive benefits.

Responding to the New York case,
the legislation clarifies that States’ re-
sponsibility is no less in locally admin-
istered systems. Congress has granted
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States the option for local administra-
tion as a convenience; nothing in the
law reduces States’ responsibility if
they take this option. If the State
could not be held fully accountable for
strict compliance with the act and reg-
ulations in these cases, local adminis-
tration would not be permitted. These
amendments correct that problem.

I have been a member of the Senate
Agriculture Committee or the House
Agriculture Committee for over 30
yvears. I have always operated on the
assumption that the act and regula-
tions create enforceable rights for ac-
tual and prospective participants and
that litigation may properly arise
under provisions of either. When I have
heard of examples where applicants or
clients were not provided with the
service that the act and rules provide,
such as timely and fair service, assist-
ance for those who need it by the State
agency or 10 days to turn in requested
paperwork, I have supported the right
of an individual to file a claim against
the State to enforce the rules estab-
lished by Congress and the regulations
stemming from the statute.

With very few exceptions, the old
Food Stamp Act and the new Food and
Nutrition Act are based on the prin-
ciple of individual rights. Much of that
stems from a history in the 1960s and
1970s of clients not being able to gain
access to the program. To be sure, sec-
tion 2 has little in it to enforce: sub-
sections (a) through (g) of section 7 do
not affect individual households, and
sections 9, 10, 12, and 15 focus on retail-
ers and wholesalers. Within section 11,
paragraphs (e)(19), (e)(20), (e)(22), and
(e)(23), as well as subsections (f)
through (h), (k), (1), (n) through (r), and
(t), regulate state agencies rather than
households. The same is true in section
16 of the beginning of subsection (a) as
well as of subsections (c), (d), and (f)
through (k). Sections 14(a), 18(e) and
(), 19, 23, 25, and 27 similarly do not
convey rights to households. A few
other provisions by their terms no
longer apply to anyone. But by and
large, the Agriculture Committees, and
Congress as a whole, have consistently
intended that the Food Stamp Program
be administered in strict conformity
with the Food Stamp Act and with reg-
ulations the Secretary has duly pro-
mulgated under this act and that pro-
spective and actual participants be en-
titled to enforce these provisions le-
gally.

The legislation also clarifies the
act’s privacy protections to ensure
that those receiving confidential infor-
mation for legitimate reasons are not
free to make other uses of that infor-
mation or to retransmit it to third par-
ties. Any decisions about releasing or
using information should be made in
advance by the Department or State
food stamp agencies. The focus was on
retransmission of information. Other
than the provision explicitly allowing
these records to be accessed in house-
holds’ litigation, the bill does not ex-
pand initial access to confidential in-
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formation. Confidential records would
continue to be unavailable to the gen-
eral public and others not having a le-
gitimate reason relating to program
administration.

In the program integrity area the bill
responds to USDA’s request for more
flexibility in how they penalize retail-
ers who have committed fraud against
the program. Electronic benefits have
greatly reduced the occurrence of cli-
ents converting their food assistance
benefits into cash, but there sometimes
remain problems with sto